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Abstract 
 
Language provides an interesting lens to look at state-building processes because of its cross-
cutting nature. For example, in addition to its symbolic value and appeal, a national language has 
other roles in the process, including: (a) becoming the primary medium of communication which 
permits the nation to function efficiently in its political and economic life, (b) promoting social 
cohesion, allowing the nation to develop a common culture, and (c) forming a primordial basis for 
self-determination. Moreover, because of its cross-cutting nature, language interventions are rarely 
isolated activities. Languages are adopted by speakers, taking root in and spreading between 
communities because they are legitimated by legislation, and then reproduced through institutions 
like the education and military systems. Pádraig Ó’ Riagáin (1997) makes a case for this observing 
that ―Language policy is formulated, implemented, and accomplishes its results within a complex 
interrelated set of economic, social, and political processes which include, inter alia, the operation of 
other non-language state policies‖ (p. 45). In the Turkish case, its foundational role in the formation 
of the Turkish nation-state but its linkages to human rights issues raises interesting issues about how 
socio-cultural practices become reproduced through institutional infrastructure formation.      
 This dissertation is a country-level case study looking at Turkey’s nation-state building process 
through the lens of its language and education policy development processes with a focus on the 
early years of the Republic between 1927 and 1970. This project examines how different groups self-
identified or were self-identified (as the case may be) in official Turkish statistical publications (e.g., 
the Turkish annual statistical yearbooks and the population censuses) during that time period when 
language and ethnicity data was made publicly available. The overarching questions this dissertation 
explores include:  
1. What were the geo-political conditions surrounding the development and influencing the 
Turkish government’s language and education policies? 
 
 iii 
2. Are there any observable patterns in the geo-spatial distribution of language, literacy, and 
education participation rates over time? In what ways, are these traditionally linked variables 
(language, literacy, education participation) problematic?  
 
3. What do changes in population identifiers, e.g., language and ethnicity, suggest about the 
government’s approach towards nation-state building through the construction of a civic 
Turkish identity and institution building?  
 
Archival secondary source data was digitized, aggregated by categories relevant to this 
project at national and provincial levels and over the course of time (primarily between 1927 and 
2000). The data was then re-aggregated into values that could be longitudinally compared and then 
layered on aspatial administrative maps. This dissertation contributes to existing body of social 
policy literature by taking an interdisciplinary approach in looking at the larger socio-economic 
contexts in which language and education policies are produced. 
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Editorial Notes 
 
When referring to cities and provinces in Turkey, the Turkish names were maintained as the 
primary references on the maps and in the tables for the sake of consistency. Where the Turkish 
name has been changed (e.g., as a result of the breakup of the Ottoman Empire), an English or a 
modern equivalent has been included in the map key. And because a number of Turkish institutions 
and parties are known by their Turkish acronyms, the English translation was provided initially; 
thereon after the appropriate Turkish acronym is used.  
 Because of the Turkish alphabet reform, which will be discussed further in chapters three and 
four, the Turkish language has an alphabet which is written in Roman letters. The letters below are 
ones that were invented specifically to capture Turkish sounds:  
 
Letter 
 
Capitalized 
 
Pronounced 
c C Like the ―j‖ in the English pronunciation of ―judge‖. 
ç Ç Like the ―ch‖ in the English pronunciation of ―church‖.  
ğ Ğ Called the yumusak g, it is a silent letter, lengthening any vowels that 
precede it. 
ı I The ―dotless i‖, it corresponds to the English pronunciation of the 
vowels in ―put‖ or ―took‖.  
i Ġ The ―dotted i‖ sounds like the English pronunciation of the vowel in 
―feet‖ or ―it‖.   
ö Ö Like the ―oo‖ sound in the English pronunciation of the vowel in ―foot‖.  
Ģ ġ Like the ―sh‖ in the English pronunciation of ―shoe‖. 
ü Ü This sound does not appear in English. It is similar to the French ―u‖ or 
the German ―ü‖.  
 
 
Unlike English, Turkish does not have a ―q‖, ―w‖, or ―x‖ sound—although some Persian and 
Arabic borrowed words containing these letters still remain in older Turkish documents.  
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Chapter One 
Introduction 
Sitting on the edge of two continents (Europe and Asia) and three geo-political regions 
(Europe, Asia and the Middle East), Turkey has always been regarded as a bridge of sorts, whether 
in trade, imperialist expansionist aspirations, or politics. Under the Ottoman Empire, the region 
experienced Pax Turcica, a later day Pax Romana, a relatively stable peace with no major uprisings for 
hundreds of years. This began changing in the 19th century due to a number of reasons, including 
increasing expansionism from Western European Imperial powers.  The Ottoman Empire finally 
came to an end when Sultan Mehmet VI, the last Ottoman sultan, joined Germany and the Entente 
Powers during World War I (WWI) on October 1914, when it was eventually defeated by the Allies. 
This defeat began the splintering of the over five hundred year Ottoman Empire and the installation 
of Gazi Mustafa Kemal (hereon after referred to as Mustafa Kemal Atatürk) as the first president of 
the modern Turkish Republic in 1923. The early years of the Republic then entered in a time of 
institutional reform in order to sufficiently Westernize and modernize them. Underlying these 
reforms were Atatürk’s six guiding philosophical pillars (inkilip) which included: populism (halkçılık), 
secularism (laiklik), revolutionism (ınkılapçılık), nationalism (milliyetçilik), statism (devletcilik), and 
republicanism (cumhuriyetçilik). 
 Although Atatürk’s inkilipler are often referred to as the guiding principles of the 
establishment of the Turkish Republic, it might be more accurate to refer to them as the guiding 
ideals or notions of the Republic. These ideals then informed the establishment of official 
institutions and subsequently, the policies tht they informed. The end goal of these reforms was the 
creation of civic Turkish citizenry and a Westernized and modernized Turkish Republic. And one of 
the earliest acts of the Republican government was to establish a Constitution which declared the 
Turkish language as the official language of Turkey, one of the decisions that established a civic 
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Turkish identity. However, what Atatürk understood was that sustainable reproduction of a 
legislated common civic identity through social practices like language could only happen vis-à-vis 
accompanying institutional interventions, e.g., educational reforms. Consequently, the Ministry of 
National Education aggressively pursued education reform in the early decades of the Republic in an 
attempt to secularize and westernize the education system.  
 
Statement of Purpose 
Language provides an interesting lens to look at state-building processes because of its cross-
cutting nature. For example, in addition to its symbolic value and appeal, a national language has 
other roles in the process, including:   
 Becoming the primary medium of communication which permits the nation to function 
efficiently in its political and economic life;  
 
 Promoting social cohesion, allowing the nation to develop a common culture; and  
 
 Forming a primordial basis for self-determination. 
 
Moreover, because of its cross-cutting nature, language interventions are rarely (if ever) 
isolated activities. Languages are adopted by speakers, taking root in and spreading between 
communities because they are legitimated by legislation, and then reproduced through institutions 
like the education and military systems.1 Pádraig Ó’ Riagáin (1997) makes a case for this observing 
that “Language policy is formulated, implemented, and accomplishes its results within a complex 
interrelated set of economic, social, and political processes which include, inter alia, the operation of 
other non-language state policies” (p. 45). In one sense then, language policies should typically 
reflect both the changing and changeable priorities of their governments. Or conversely, language 
policies should provide insight into the changing policy priorities and goals of a government. But 
                                                          
1 See Dhillon (1994) for an example of this interconnectedness in the Indian context. 
3 
 
despite the intrinsically integrated and interrelated aspects of these policies, language policy studies 
have historically focused on descriptive studies of relevant legislation and the policies themselves, 
discourse analysis, and the impacts of such policies on the practices of local communities or 
classrooms through case studies. And this is true in the Turkish language policy case.  
For example, Yilmaz Bingöl (2002) studies changes in the approach towards Turkish 
language policies from an actors and norms framework in political science. Yilmaz Çolak (2004) 
looks at the relationship between language and ideology. Uriel Heyd (1950, 1954) provides 
descriptions of the linguistic aspect of the language policies, along with Peter Alfred Andrews (1989, 
2002), Gordon Graves (2005), Geoffrey Lewis (2002), and Kutlay Yağmur (2001). Özlem Virtanen 
(2003) looks at Turkey’s language policies and corresponding legislation, to name a few key studies. 
And while the Turkish language policy and their production processes has been studied from within 
the field of linguistics, there is limited inter-disciplinary research that has been carried out. Moreover, 
most historic research uses the 1928 Alphabet Reform as the main point of departure and then 
describes the implication and effects of this language-related legislation for different populations.  
But as Sue Wright (2004) points out, there is a need for interdisciplinary language research, 
namely enquiring “within the political and social sciences, acquir[ing] information from economics 
and law, and set[ting] the events and processes that affect language choice and change within a 
historical framework” (pp. 2-3). Thus, the main aim of this dissertation project is to respond to this 
challenge and take an interdisciplinary approach towards the broader study of Turkey’s language 
policies by accessing under-utilized sources and technological tools.   
Language and related reforms were significant because they provided the means and tools to 
achieve or engineer that vision. And tools like censuses, maps, education curricula, even 
infrastructure development were appropriated for that purpose. These tools became a way of 
organizing itself within its borders, to determine who “belonged” and what constituted belonging.  
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In this way, things like the census helped create a social taxonomy or as Benedict Anderson (1983 
[2006]) notes a “classificatory grid” to help organize itself into discrete categories for the purpose of 
measuring growth or change in different policy areas, etc. In this way, by looking at language and 
using it as a heuristic to filter Turkish census data, this project aims to provide a nuanced 
examination of the interconnectivity of different arenas/issues and can provide a less constrained 
understanding of the interplay between these processes and provide new lenses for both a general 
exploration of this area of study, as well as the particulars of the Turkish context.  
 
Research Questions  
This dissertation is a country-level case study looking at Turkey’s nation-state building 
process through the lens of its language and education policy development processes with a focus 
on the early years of the Republic between 1927 and 1970. This project examines how different 
groups self-identified or were self-identified (as the case may be) in official Turkish statistical 
publications (e.g., the Turkish annual yearbooks and the population censuses) during that time 
period when language and ethnicity data was made publicly available. The overarching questions this 
dissertation explores include:  
1. What were the geo-political conditions surrounding the development and influencing the 
Turkish government’s language and education policies? 
 
2. Are there any observable patterns in the geo-spatial distribution of language, literacy, and 
education participation rates over time? In what ways, are these traditionally linked variables 
(language, literacy, education participation) problematic?  
 
3. What do changes in population identifiers, e.g., language and ethnicity, suggest about the 
government’s approach towards nation-state building through the construction of a civic 
Turkish identity and institution building?  
 
Figure one provides a graphical overview of the time period and the historical context in which this 
project is situated.  
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Figure 1. Timeline visualization of the period covered in this project.  
6 
 
Project Overview: Data Sources and Collection 
 Because of the controversial nature of language policy in Turkey especially in relation to its 
non-Turkish language speaking constituents, there are some challenges that researchers encounter, 
including participant inaccessibility, selectively digitized data, and ambiguity of the variables 
themselves. For these reasons, large quantitative data sets, which are not traditionally used in 
qualitative research, were explored. The main source of data for this project was secondary statistical 
data collected by the Turkish Statistical Institute (Türkiye İstatistik Kurumu (TÜİK)), formerly the 
State Statistical Institute (Devlet İstatistik Kurumu (DİE)) through the national censuses (Genel Nüfus 
Sayımı (GNS)) and annually published statistical yearbooks (İstatistik Yıllığı (İY)). Supplementary data 
was drawn from these sets of statistical records pre-1923 which had been collected and published 
under the auspices of the Ottoman administration.  
 Before discussing the data collection methods further, a brief note about the social 
significance of censuses in the nation-state building processes. Fernand Braudel (1979 [1992]) 
observed that ―Numbers dictate the division and organization of the world. They give each mass of 
population its own particular weight, and thereby virtually command its levels of culture and efficacy, 
its biological (and even economic) patterns of growth, and indeed its pathological destiny…‖ (p. 92). 
Braudel here comments on the credibility and power issued to numbers as nation-state governments 
tried to move towards a more ―objective‖ form of government by utilizing census instruments to 
organize their constituents in a taxonomically reductionist way (by means of lowest common 
denominators). Thus, statistics contribute to the ongoing process of imagining, defining, and 
delineating of the nation-state. On the other hand, despite the fact that it is inherently reductionist in 
its approach (no person can be fully be categorized into singular, discrete, and generalizable 
categories), as Eugene Webb, Donald Campbell, Richard Schwartz, and Lee Sechrest (1966 [2000]) 
note, ―archives are ubiquitous and numerous, and we all appear in them, usually in many of them‖ 
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(p. 84), where archives include public administrative records, e.g., censuses, birth and death records. 
And so, there is the observation that generally, everyone appears somewhere in public records. The 
role of censuses will be developed in the next chapter.  
 Data sets. The core data sets used in this project were collected in two phases—phase one: 
data digitization and phase two: data transformation. The first phase, data digitization focused on 
the data collection and digitization process and phase two was how the data was transformed into 
data that could be compared across categories. Raymond Lee (2000) writes ―Suitable sources of data 
have to be found by means of directed searches. Another way to put this is to say that the generation 
of unobtrusive measures involves the use of heuristics‖ (p. 13). The heuristic questions guiding this 
project were (a) what statistical sources are available and (b) what language, literacy, education and 
religion data appears in the statistical sources?  The data selected for this project was then sorted by 
the most relevant characteristics, namely national and regional location, along with data that had 
been cross-aggregated by the four aforementioned attributes. Census data that had other attributes, 
e.g., gender, city/village, employment, etc. were removed from the pool of data prepared for 
digitization. Because the focus of this dissertation project is language and education, and more 
broadly, the relationship between language and state formation processes, gender and urban/rural 
issues were not explored. However, finding that the census data was frequently disaggregated by 
gender and urban/rural distinctions was intriguing and is material for future research.  
Phase one: search and digitize.  This project utilizes secondary data which was drawn and 
digitized from the Turkish national census (Genel Nüfus Sayımı (GNS)). Although official censuses 
had been carried out during the Ottoman Empire, the Turkish Republic‘s first official national 
census took place in October 1927 and every five years thereafter. Because of the relatively frequent 
collection of national census data, one of the largest sources of archival data can be found in the 
published official census data carried out by the Turkish Statistical Institution (Türkiye İstatistik 
8 
 
Kurumu (TÜİK)) between 1927 and 2000. Outside of TÜİK‘s archives, original copies of the Turkish 
national censuses have limited availability. In the United States, less than 20 libraries have possession 
of one or multiple copies of the censuses. Original copies of the censuses from 1927-1990, totaling 
13 censuses, were found at four libraries, i.e., the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, the 
University of Chicago, the University of Michigan at Ann-Arbor, and the Library of Congress. 
Additional supporting and corroborating data were digitized from the Annual Statistical Yearbook 
1923-2008 (Türkiye İstatistik Yıllığı 1923-2008), a compendium of comprehensive national statistical 
data collected by TÜİK and other statistical yearbooks (İstatistik Yıllığı (İY)).  
There are other sources that compile similar types of data. Notably, Peter Alfred Andrews 
(1989, 2002) and Raymond Gordon (2005) also carried out language surveys that were used to 
supplement data provided by the government. Andrews (1989, 2002) provides a survey of ethno-
linguistic minorities throughout the country. These surveys are considered one of the most 
comprehensive overview of Turkey‘s ethno-linguistic landscape, providing detailed and in many 
cases, locally informed numbers by region and/or city. Gordon (2005) also provides an overview 
about the aggregated ethno-linguistic landscape of Turkey. And Ali Önder (2008) provides a 
summative overview of different surveys and studies on minority populations. However, this data 
was not included in the analysis because of lack of comparability of the data across time and 
geographical locations. Moreover, all the sources frequently cited the 1965 censuses to provide 
information in their project gaps, which creates a circular flow of data. Nevertheless, the sources 
provided insight into how non-national organizations collect macro-level survey data, and highlights 
the comprehensiveness of the government censuses and a portion of their charts have been included 
in Appendix L.   
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Table 1 
Census Data Types and Sources  
 
Data Source 
 
Data Type 
 
TÜİK (1927-present) 
 
National census data 
Andrews (1989, 2002) Survey data on ethno-linguistic groups 
Önder (2008) Survey data on ethno-linguistic groups 
Gordon (2005) Aggregate information on languages 
TÜİK (1927-present) Maps 
Türkiye Coğrafya Atlası [The Turkish Geographical Atlas] Maps 
Türkiye Atlası [Atlas of Turkey] (1961) Maps 
 
 
In addition to language, education, literacy, and religion, another attribute was used in the 
data filtering and digitization process, namely, administrative levels. Turkey is divided into a number 
of administrative units, e.g., national, regional (eight regions), provincial (62-81), municipalities (cities 
and villages), and neighborhoods, all with differing levels of government. Because of time 
restrictions, the project was limited to the national and provincial levels, even though there was 
census data published at the city (city-specific and size-based) and village levels.   
The choice to add another level of analysis to the national/macro level was made for two 
reasons. First, in any study comparing longitudinal census data and the layering of that information 
onto geo-spatial territories, using units of analysis with a minimal amount of change helps provide 
increased robustness when comparing population shifts, minimizing the number of variables that 
might have affected change(s). Second, the level of analysis was limited to national and provincial 
levels because of limits on time and resources in carrying out this project. 
The retrieval and digitization of relevant data took approximately 120 hours. Census data 
was initially entered in Microsoft (MS) Excel spreadsheets. See Appendix A, for the specific census 
questions that the source data were aggregated from in Turkish, French and English (when available). 
Census questions after the 1970s were not included in the Appendix due to copy right issues. 
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Digitizing the data converted the information that could then be layered onto maps, enabling the 
production of a time series of thematic maps.  
As part of the data-digitization phase, various maps were collected and scanned into image 
files. Mapping is done in one of two ways, i.e., using primary or secondary sources. Primary source 
mapping is when maps are made directly from their actual physical spaces and locations, similar to 
field work, e.g., mapping using  tools that have a Global Positioning System chip or technology 
incorporated into them, etc. Secondary source mapping would involve mapping over existing maps 
(usually at scanned at some point from paper copies), involving mapping software and other 
equipment, e.g., digital tablet and pen, etc. Because this is a historically-grounded study, this project 
utilized secondary source mapping to generate the different base maps. Different types of pre-
existing Turkish shapefiles (map files) were found through several different organizations and 
institutions, the maps themselves had limited functionality. This is mainly due to changing 
boundaries, both national and provincial between 1927 and 2000. Moreover, using shapefiles created 
by other organizations and companies did raise some initial copyright and intellectual property issues. 
For these reasons, the base maps for this project were scanned from the corresponding censuses and 
annual statistical yearbook volumes in order to capture more accurate boundaries necessary when 
layering on the digitized statistical data.  
Coordinates are necessary to build spatial databases. And while the original project plan was 
to map all the data using ESRI ArcGIS and ArcMAP software, finding geographic coordinates for 
the older maps proved to be time consuming and expensive. Additionally, after digitizing and 
transforming the data, using more formal Geographic Information System (GIS) methodological 
approaches (using intervallic divisions or comparing category means) hid some of the variation that 
the data exhibited because of the sheer number of different groups, e.g., Turkish language speakers. 
For these reasons, the mapping portion of the data digitization and transformation process was 
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simplified to focus more on thematic mapping (e.g., Eugene Weber (1975) work on mapping social 
change in France). 
Weber (1975) mapped two different types of maps. The first type showed wholly French-
speaking and largely French-speaking but with some cantons holding to their own dialects. The 
second type of map had attributes that were shaded on the map representing where: (a) the patois 
communities by all or nearly all communes non-French speaking, (b) 50% of communes non-
French speaking, (c) significant proportion of communes non-French speaking, (d) cohesive groups 
of communes non-French speaking, and (e) patois indicated and questionable. Weber‘s qualitative 
representation of the data on maps (as opposed to quantitatively) provides indicative insight into the 
relationship between language speakers and geo-spatial distribution. 
In order to do this, vector maps by Turkey‘s administrative provinces were overlaid onto the 
historic maps to establish locations and for identification purposes. Provinces were issued 
identification numbers. Borders were drawn and a legend linking provincial names to their 
geographic locations. This was all done in Adobe Illustrator CS5 (see figure two).  
The maps generated for this study are aspatial since they are two dimensional. This means 
that they are not yet linked to real world coordinates. Although using GIS methods and tools would 
have provided more extensive possibilities for analysis and data manipulation, due to limited access 
to resources, this was not possible for this study. However, this does leave room for future research. 
Nevertheless, while mapping capacity in this project did have to be simplified in this way and was 
thereby limited to a descriptive capacity, it still highlighted stark regional differences. As Dudley Kirk 
(1946) points out  
[D]espite the emphasis on geographical relationships the maps are not presented with a view 
to showing geographical details. The maps… are, in fact, statistical charts, in which the 
cartographic form is adopted for convenience of identification and use. They and the use of 
numerous other charts are introduced as shorthand methods of displaying materials difficult 
to assimilate when elaborated in tabular form. (p. 2) 
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Figure 2. Base map of Turkey‘s administrative units. 
 
As seen in figure two, note that areas that are highlighted in black in the 1935 map were later 
divided into smaller provincial units. For future research, it would be good to look at historical 
socio-economic variables, e.g., regional industries, employment vs. unemployment, average 
household size and income, to name a few, in order to draw a more cohesive relationship between 
the historical socio-cultural-economic factors in the development of a nation-state. Scanned maps 
were then edited in Adobe Photoshop CS5 to remove extraneous white space and design ―noise‖ 
that appeared during the scanning process. Map images were then copied and pasted into new files, 
where they were flattened and then saved as 256 bit, 300dpi TIFF image files.  
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Limitations in phase one.  First, there is always concern regarding the data quality itself. A 
GIS study looking at spatial distribution is only as accurate as the quality of the census data that is 
mapped onto it. Literature on census data note concerns regarding any census data collection, 
whether voluntary mail-in, census-taker, etc. because concerns regarding the politics of self-
identifying. Issues regarding ―accurate reporting‖ is a struggle that any organization carrying out a 
census faces, particularly national censuses, because of the historical link between censuses and 
increased taxation, conscription for manual labor and military service, as well as more nefarious 
purposes, e.g., under Nazi Germany or in the Stalin-era U.S.S.R. And because the Turkish national 
census continuously changed between 1927 and 1965, become more standardized after 1970, 
collected information was cross-aggregated in a number of ways that changed from year-to-year.  
Similarly, there is the issue of the limited nature of the data itself since historical data cannot 
be re-generated or re-collected. Because of this, the researcher is always limited to whatever historic 
data has been collected by another person or institution for other purposes. As Webb et al. (1983) 
points out that ―secondary records and physical evidence are ―high in their content rigidity… the 
researcher cannot go and generate a new set of historical records. He may discover a new set, but he 
is always restrained by what is available‖ (pp. 29-30). 
Catherine Hakim (1983) notes that the ―records originally produced for another purpose 
cannot be assembled around the researcher‘s specification; it is usually necessary to design a study 
around the records as they exist‖ (p.490). Such data cannot be taken ―off the shelf‖ and must be 
manipulated into forms that could be used in contextualized research projects. On the other hand, 
Hakim also points out that although the methodological emphasis in social science research is 
focused on the generation of new data, there are ever-increasing sources of old(er) data that can be 
re-examined and re-analyzed.  
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Another data limitation is the accessibility of historical geographic coordinates and shapefiles. 
This portion of the project often requires skills, time, and access to resources that exceed individual 
researcher budgets. Studies similar to this dissertation project have received funding from the U.S. 
National Science Foundation (NSF), the European Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC), 
and the National Endowment of the Humanities (NEH) and were the result of multi-
campus/researcher collaborations. The size, scale, and technical skills required for this type of study 
is a limiting factor for individual researchers, but does provide plenty of material for future research.  
Relatedly, the conversion of the archival data into digital files is time laborious. Although 
some materials can be scanned and digitized, numeric data oftentimes must be entered manually. But 
despite the limitations, the digitization of this data (albeit limited in the scope of this project) 
contributes to longitudinal studies on socio-cultural variables in the Turkish context by making some 
inaccessible data publicly available digitally. In sum, this first phase involved searching out archival 
data and supplementary data sources, vetting the data using the aforementioned heuristics, and then 
digitizing data into MS Excel spreadsheets.   
 Phase two: data transformation. The data that was entered into the MS Excel 
spreadsheets in phase one were all raw numbers. In most cases, the aggregate data in the censuses 
and yearbooks was also in their raw data form, which are not comparable from year to year since 
they does not take into account rates of change, population growth, etc. In phase two, all the raw 
data was converted into percentages, so that the data could be compared throughout the nation by 
looking across provinces, and more importantly, by looking at change within provinces (which 
provides a more interesting picture into the geographic distribution of inequity).  
After all the source data was digitized and converted into multiple formats, the two different 
broad sets of data, numerical and map, were exported into SPSS and ArcGIS respectively. However, 
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after looking at the data and making the decision to simplify the project, there was no more need for 
SPSS analysis since MS Excel provided sufficient database calculation support.  
 In terms of map design, as Mark Monmonier (1993) outlines questions that should inform 
map design, including:   
 How many categories should be used?  
 
 How should and do these categories reflect trends in data?  
 
 How can intensity be described clearly and concisely?  
 
 How can the map symbols, classification, and intensity measurements be linked with an 
informative, easily interpretable map key?  
 
 What is the best way to present the maps – is a temporal sequence appropriate? What 
sequence of geographic relationships most effectively illustrates or documents my claims? 
(pp. 167–168) 
 
These questions informed the map design and data was mapped onto appropriate territorial units, 
which in this dissertation are provinces. It should be noted that this type of approach, the layering of 
social statistics onto maps in a time series layout has not been frequently utilized in language and 
education-related research and does have potential for more generalizable application in other types 
of studies.  
In this project, in order to draw attention to variation, difference is represented by grey 
highlighting and the intervals vary depending on the data category that is being discussed. When 
possible, maps were laid out in what Edward Tufte (2001) refers to as ―small intervals‖ in order to 
show any variation while the maps are side-by-side, as opposed to two or three on a page. Temporal 
series maps can describe the geographic spread or change in distribution of a particular variable. 
Monmonier (1993) notes   
[M]ultiple-map strategy is… appropriate [when] the author must examine various portions of 
a large area in detail or discuss several relatively complex distributions that could not coexist 
comfortably on a small, page-width map… multiple maps are particularly appropriate for 
historical essays. A progressive series of cartographic snapshots lets the author describe a 
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complex situation at critical instants or periods of time and develop a coherent interpretation 
of a complex battle, a war, or the evolution of a city or a nation-state… a series of 
progressive overlays on a visually recessive common base can be a very efficient method for 
discussing causal relationships. (p. 96) 
 
And after experimenting with different formats, and graphical representations, these were the 
guidelines that were used to inform the final design of the different maps, keeping in mind both the 
need for robust data and analysis, as well as clarity for the reader. 
Limitations in phase two. In the original project design, ESRI ArcGIS software was going 
to be used to generate two types of maps, choropleth and cartograms.  Choropleth maps are used to 
represent polygon-based data and are useful in showing population spatial distribution. A drawback 
of choropleth maps is that when looking at changing populations, large areas that are sparsely 
populated appear disproportionately significant. Cartogram maps distort map patterns to make 
polygon sizes proportional to the size of their populations. Generating and pairing the two types of 
maps for the same data, highlighting the strengths of both types of maps (Gregory & Southall, 2002). 
These maps would be generated and laid out in pairs in a time series in order to see geographical 
change over time.  
 But the lack of timely access to historic coordinates for some of the earlier provincial 
boundaries limited the ability to create historically accurate ArcGIS base maps, which meant 
historically accurate choropleth and cartogram maps could not be generated for this project. A 
geographic statistical measure called areal weight regression could be utilized to calculate population 
density and value distribution. While this was outside the scope of this project but could be 
expanded in a future research project. Additionally, after converting the data into percentages and 
doing an initial comparison, because different values are so small (e.g., the number of non-Turkish 
language speakers might range from 10-16% across 13-20 languages), approaching the mapping in a 
more systematic, intervallic quantitative way hid some of the variation that existed both across and 
within provinces. And so, the maps were not only difficult to design in a historically accurate way, 
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but they obfuscate what this project aims to examine, namely, the spatial distribution and change 
within different populations. Consequently, the decision was made to change from GIS generated 
maps to more qualitatively informed aspatial maps. In this case, simplifying the project design 
resulted in being able to see emergent patterns more clearly.  
Figure three provides both the proposed and actual logical spatial flow for the data-
digitization and generation phases for this project.  
 
 
Figure 3. Logical spatial flow for data collection.  
Datasets which were adapted from secondary data sets and used in this project have been included 
in Appendices C-M for reference.  
 
Project Overview: Methodology 
To form a nuanced understanding of Turkey‘s language and education policies, 
understanding its socio-historical background is essential (Oğuzkan, 2002). Robert Stake (1995) 
points out, the benefit of taking a case study approach then is that it allows the ―study of the 
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particularity and complexity of a single case, coming to understand its activity within important 
circumstance‖ (p. xi). Similarly, William Naumes and Margaret J. Naumes (1999) write that 
―Essentially, a case study is a research study with a sample of one. The ‗one N‘ sample is the 
particular event, situation, organization, or selection of individuals that is presented in written or 
other forms‖ (p. 13). Moreover, case study methodology can be used when trying to develop a 
holistic understanding of what Pierre Bourdieu (1991) might call ―habitus‖ or ―cultural systems of 
action‖ (Feagin, Orum, & Sjoberg, 1990), where cultural systems of actions can be defined as 
systems or sets of interrelated activities engaged in by the actors in a social situation. For the 
purpose of this project, this dissertation takes a country-level case study approach to looking at the 
development of the Turkish Republic by focusing on census data related to language and education. 
The case study approach provides the framework bounding this project, allowing an in-
depth exploration of these different aggregated categories and data in the Turkish context. Taking a 
case study approach using census data can show that there are multiple contributing factors to 
providing a richer picture of the social landscape the policy production processes were both situated 
and sustained in.  
A brief not about the different approaches to case study research, i.e., exploratory, 
explanatory, and descriptive (Yin, 1993). Exploratory case studies are not hypothesis testing, but 
questions are formulated through data produced in the fieldwork collection process.  
Exploratory case studies are formative studies preceding a larger study. In this case, the framework 
of the overall project informs the case study design. Explanatory case studies explore causal 
relationships and the analysis can make use of things like pattern-matching techniques. In a 
descriptive case study, the researcher begins with a descriptive theory. The case generates hypotheses 
regarding causality. Within the framework that Robert Yin (1993) provides, this dissertation could be 
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described as an exploratory case study that has been loosely guided by a set of broad questions 
generating further questions as well as a number of indicative observations.  
And as Hamel et al. (1993) write  
The case study is an in-depth investigation. It accordingly uses different methods to collect 
various kinds of information and make observations. There are the empirical material 
through which the object of study will be understood. The case study is thus based on a 
great wealth of empirical materials, notably because of their variety. (p. 45).  
 
By looking at trends in large-scale statistical studies, one of the goals of this study is to explore how 
an expanded look at the context in which language and education policies are situated in can provide 
some insight regarding how to situate future micro-level, more detailed historic-ethnographic type 
studies. And while the burden of research design falls on the researcher, as Hughes (1943) points 
out, ―The interdisciplinary application of these other methods enables him to provide a multi-
faceted view of his own subjects‖ (Hughes, 1943, p. 25-26).1  
The case study approach provided the frame for this project, and other research approaches 
and tools were utilized to inform the project. Document analysis was used to provide the broader 
policy context within which the reforms took place, including recorded events, newspapers, 
government documents, as well as policy outlines. Webb et al.‘s (1966 [2000]) unobtrusive methods 
helped develop the heuristics that guided the data collection and organization processes. 
Additionally, approaches were adopted from the emerging area of Historical Geographical 
Information Systems (HGIS) in order to look at the geo-spatial aspects. 
HGIS is an analytic approach used in this project to classify and map common elements. By 
taking the stance that mapping is a way of seeing, this presumes that mapping has the potential to 
represent social data conveying socio-historical developments at the macro-level. Mapping contexts 
                                                          
1 To see different applications of HGIS in historical and social science research, see Hughes (1943), 
ethnicity and labor in Canada; Kennedy et al. (1999), the Irish Potato Famine; Gregory & Southall 
(2002), population changes in Britain; and Weber (1976), the development of a French national 
identity. 
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over the course of time provides insight into how situations change, can help anticipate future need, 
and give clues to conditions for change before and after the implementation of an intervention in 
order to see impact. While thematic mapping and a HGIS study may seem similar, the difference is 
in the project‘s infrastructure. A HGIS is built on a relational database where different variables are 
linked to physical coordinates that correspond to places in the physical world. This provides the 
flexibility to link and layer information in different permutations. However, since an actual HGIS 
study is time consuming, laborious, and involves using teams of people and extensive funding, this 
project lays the foundation for a future HGIS study.    
Unobtrusive research methods and limitations. Webb et al. (1966 [2000]) define 
unobtrusive research methods as gathering data ―by means that do not involve direct elicitation of 
information from subjects. Unobtrusive measures are non-reactive in the sense that they avoid the 
problems caused by the researcher‘s presence‖ (cited in Lee, 2000, p. 1). Within this methodological 
approach, interviews, surveys, and questionnaires are seen as intruding as foreign elements into the 
―social setting they would describe. They create as well as measure attitudes, they elicit atypical roles 
and responses, they are limited to those who are accessible and those who will cooperate‖ (cited in 
Lee, 2000, p. 2). Particularly for researchers looking at controversial or historical topics like Turkey‘s 
language policies, research projects that require limited access to data sources, this methodological 
approach provides a different way of being able to study that context.  
 The advantage of using this approach is the reality that research design and implementation 
context or environment can unexpectedly change. In the process of doing research, data can 
disappear, interviewers cancel appointments, new laws get passed that may change the availability of 
information or change the analysis. But one of the strengths of this approach is permanence and 
potential adaptability of data sources like ―running records‖ which are documents like censuses, 
social statistics, etc. The advantage of using running records is that they ―are socially situated 
21 
 
products. They emerge out of particular social and organizational processes that reflect a variety of 
usually bureaucratic contexts and contingencies‖ (Lee, 2000, p. 85). These types of records can 
―provide a cheap, if indicative rather than definitive, window on to social and historical trends‖ (p. 
85). More broadly, unobtrusive methods as a type of methodological approach can challenge 
―researchers to innovate in order to find pathways around the obstacles certain topics put in their 
way‖ (Lee, 2000, p. 7). In the case of Turkish language-related issues, because of the controversial 
nature of the topic due to the increasing link between language issues and minority rights, 
unobtrusive methods provides an alternative way to study the context particularly as a non-Turkish, 
outside researcher.  
Methodological limitations. One criticism of case study methodology is that cases are 
neither generalizable nor replicable, since all case studies are focused on the particularities of that 
context but the replication of a study increases the legitimacy of the researcher‘s claims. However, 
through their particularities or uniqueness, single cases can be useful in challenging the generalizable 
claims that theories make.  
Another criticism of case study research is that it is a systemization of field information then 
presented as an explanation; that is, a case study should not simply be a reiteration of existing studies 
or literature. Yin (1994) provides principles for researchers using the case study method to abide by, 
including:  
1. Show that the analysis relies on all the relevant evidence;  
 
2. Include all major rival interpretations in the analysis;  
 
3. Address the most significant aspect of the case study; and  
 
4. Use the researcher‘s prior, expert knowledge to further the analysis.  
 
These principles were applied in developing the case study approach in this project, with an 
overview of relevant data, a brief chapter-specific literature review and explication of the 
22 
 
implications of patterns in the data all included from chapters four through six. David Krathwohl 
(1998) further outlines best practice principles for historically grounded case studies, which include:  
1. Conduct a reasonably complete search for sources of evidence;  
 
2. Indicate the sources of information;  
 
3. Use primary sources and where secondary sources are used, this is clearly indicated; 
 
4. Lay out the approach to the evidence in an evenhanded and open fashion; 
 
5. Present a credible rationale or explanation;  
 
6. Ensure that the evidence presented is appropriate to the constructs employed; 
 
7. Give sufficient instances of evidence so that the reader is able to judge its adequacy; 
 
8. Weigh carefully and present important rival explanations as appropriate or rejected; and  
 
9. Show a close correspondence between the rationale and evidence. (p. 583-584) 
 
Adherence to these best practice principles as laid out by Yin (1994) and Krathwohl (1998), helped 
offset the methodological limitation of doing a single case study, while avoiding simply reiterating or 
systematizing existing literature.  
 
General Project Limitations   
In this project, 120+ hours was spent in the data-digitization phase, which included getting 
the physical books, collecting and entering the data, checking for errors, and then converting it into 
useable forms, making this portion the most laborious portion of the project. And the limitations of 
the case study methodology and different phases of data-digitization and generation, at the very least, 
having this data digitized contributes to future research projects, further analyzing the strength of 
the associations between attributes like language and religion, or language, religion and areas of 
employment, etc.  
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Monmonier (1993) points out that based on the research questions, the researcher decided 
what entities, attributes, and relationships were going to be included when designing the database, 
where an entity is defined as ―an object or event described by one or more attributes and linked to 
other entities by one or more relationships‖ (p. 15). Stanley Udy (1964) writes  
Researchers who use secondary sources are always open to the charge that they are all 
cavalier and uncritical in their use of source materials, and cross-cultural analysis—
particularly when large numbers of societies are used with information taken out of 
context—is particularly vulnerable to such criticism. (Udy, 1964; cited in Webb et al., 1966 
[2000], p. 84).  
 
The observation that Udy makes above becomes more evident when looking at the data analysis of 
all the indicators selected for this study in sections in chapters four through six.   
Additionally, projects that adapt a GIS approach are time-intensive and expensive (Webb et 
al., 1966 [2000]). Since the demand for country-specific data is minimal and accessibility to digitizing 
tools (e.g., computers with fast enough memory and RAM to run larger programs and complex data 
sets, light tables and digitizing tablets, etc.) have only recently become more publicly financially 
accessible, there has been little incentive for individual researchers to invest time and money in these 
types of projects. The laboriousness of these types of projects and tools can be seen in the 
observation that most GIS projects involves teams of researchers working on different aspects of 
the project, i.e., socio-historical, data entry, GIS, administrative, etc. (Knowles, 2002, 2008).  
On the other hand, the explosion and increased accessibility of technological tools, software 
and resources has opened doors for individual researchers to carry out projects utilizing large data 
sets, and minimizing researcher calculation error. And although the project design did have to be 
simplified, which was not originally anticipated, the ―trade down‖ provided a cheaper alternative 
which yielded some interesting results (seen in chapters four through six). Moreover, despite the fact 
that census data (and in this case, the Turkish census data) is still held with a certain degree of 
skepticism for reasons including number manipulation, inaccurate reporting and recording practices, 
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etc. the data still provides scale and a scope that no other data set can replicate. For these reasons, 
these data sources were used for this study.  
 
Chapter Outline 
 Chapter two is a literature review providing the historical, political, and theoretical rationale 
for looking at language and education policy production processes, and the significance of space and 
place in this discussion. Chapter three examines Turkey‘s socio-political history primarily in the 20th 
century and the formation of its political borders and its citizenry. Chapters four through six present 
the data and analyses, with chapter four focusing on ethno-linguistic spatial distribution, chapter five 
on literacy and education, and chapter six on Turkey‘s emerging higher education sector and the 
challenges it faces. Chapter seven then provides some concluding thoughts and areas for future 
research. By looking for patterns between language, education, and geo-spatial distribution, ―we can 
begin to see the ways in which policies have histories and the way they ‗join up‘ within and across 
different policy fields‖ (Ball, 2008, p. 13).  
 
Contribution to Existing Scholarship 
 As briefly aforementioned, previous studies on Turkish language reforms and policies have 
primarily taken a linguistics approach by focusing on Atatürk‘s alphabet reforms or the language 
development and purification processes of the 1930‘s and 40‘s (see Dilaçar, 1964; Heyd, 1950, 1954; 
Lewis, 1999 [2002]). And again, despite access to new technologies and data sources, as well as the 
increasing role of identity politics, language policy studies have generally remained limited to: 
descriptive studies of country-level language policies, implementation of language policies at the 
classroom level, and increasingly, issues of language and minority rights. The original and substantive 
contribution of this project to existing scholarship is that it explores alternative ways of carrying out 
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language (and more generally, social) policy research, utilizing data sources that are unconventional 
in broader research and under-utilized in Turkish language policy discussions. This study of policy 
has implications for sociologists and historians of Turkish social policy and state formation 
processes; namely, seeing how different social practices and policies are linked and work to 
contribute to the formation of a particular habitus or cultural system. Additionally, the source 
material digitized during this project will not only benefit this exploratory project, and can provide 
researchers interested in correlating gender, employment, religion, and income by ethno-linguistic 
identification data for future research. 
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Chapter Two 
Literature Review 
Language has been instrumental to the nation-state building processes. Because of this, 
language studies are crucial to the study of the formation of a country. Yet, language is often studied 
as a discrete object, separate or apart from its broader context, e.g., historical linguistic studies of 
language focus on how the skeleton of a language‟s sounds change over time without including 
contextual change elements into the discussion. Robert Cooper (1989) observes that the “forces that 
promote social change are many and their relationships complex. Each factor operates in a world 
which contains all the others” (p.168).  Consequently, there is a need for more interdisciplinary case 
studies that “enquire[s] within the political and social sciences, acquire information from economics 
and law, and set the events and processes that affect language choice and change from within a 
historical framework” (Wright, 2004, p. 2-3). And not just language, but education is essential to 
nation-building and it is often studied as a separate unit. Increasingly, scholars argue that education 
must be studied across interdisciplinary perspectives (Szyliowicz, 1973), a sentiment reflected in the 
words of Sue Wright (2004) and Cooper (1989) in linguistics.   
And because social policies do not spread (either policy implementation or infrastructure 
development-wise), understanding the physical geo-spatial distribution of the different populations 
provides a more macro-level picture of policy spread. Edward Soja (2001) argues that in geography 
as a broader discipline (or the turn towards critical geography) “space is more insightfully viewed as 
a complex social formation, part of a dynamic process” (cited in Ayers, 2010, p. 1). But for non-
geographers, the “spatial turn has been largely defined by a greater awareness of place, manifested in 
specific sites where human action takes place” (p. 1). Abstract discourses of things like spatial flows, 
spatial negotiations, etc. are increasingly a broad range of social science research, where space is an 
abstract, socially constructed notion (see Lefebvre, 1991; Massey, 2005 [2007]) . However, for the 
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purposes of this study, space and place both refer to geography corresponding to actual geographic 
places.   
Geography and geographical location impact how data is understood by incorporating the 
physical space element into the discussion. Monmonier (1993) writes that mapping is an “essential 
part of exploratory data analysis, a collection of statistical and graphic techniques particularly useful 
in confronting poorly structured problems in an information rich environment. The recognition of 
distance relationships, density variations, and similarities with other variables can be a productive 
path” to a more nuanced understanding of a particular context” (p. 17). He continues positing that 
“[C]areful selection of causally-related factors can provide not only a concise description of where a 
feature is, but also a cogent argument about why it is where it is, or perhaps of greater interest, why 
it isn‟t here it isn‟t” (p. 78). In this way, mapping can elucidate spatial patterns that may not be 
apparent when just looking at data in tables and database formats, as well as pointing to areas for 
future, more localized studies. In this vein, Ian Gregory (2008) writes that “[W]ithout space, we have 
only one place, and it can only tell us one story; with space we have multiple places and each of 
these can behave differently” (p. 127). Here, “states, cultural regions, tracts, and households can be 
allowed to behave differently” (Gregory, 2008, p. 127). And with increasing amounts of spatial data 
allows researchers to see how different “entities” behave differently, something that becomes 
evident in this project.  
 Summary. What brings social practices and policies together then is shared space. And this 
is where Pierre Bourdieu‟s notions of language as cultural capital and education reform as an 
instrument of socio-cultural capital reproduction and habitus formation provide an analytic lens 
through which they can be examined. These concepts will be further developed in this chapter, 
provide the philosophical underpinning grounding this dissertation, and provide the framework for 
this project.  And this discussion focusing on the theoretical relationship between language and the 
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development of a language policy grounds the later discussions in chapters four through six. In this 
way, one could argue that Turkey‟s historical experience is an empirical test of whether these 
Bourdieu-ian notions, particularly through the medium of language and the institution of education 
sheds any light to his theoretical concepts of habitus and socio-cultural reproduction.  
However, preceding the presentation of the theoretical framework, there is a discussion of 
the role of the census in the development of the state provides the rational for why Turkish census 
data was explored as a way of looking at how the Turkish government‟s approach towards forming a 
civic identity was influenced by the geo-political context it was situated in.  
 
The Role of the Census  
Bourdieu (1991) defines habitus as a “set of dispositions which incline agents to act and 
react in certain ways” These dispositions then subsequently “generate practices, perceptions, and 
attitudes which are regular without being consciously co-ordinated or governed by any „rule.‟” And 
when doing an empirical study, Bourdieu‟s hypothesis is that dispositions will be similar across 
relationally homogenous contexts or among people with similar backgrounds, with a privileging of 
socio-economic class. Note that for Bourdieu (as opposed to Mikhail Bahktin or Valentin 
Volişinov), his notions of economic class are intentionally not narrowly defined to avoid the more 
economic reductionist perspective that others fall into. Dispositions incline or condition agents to 
behave in a certain way, but he also argues that dispositions then become situated within a particular 
context and then are reproduced through the institutions, e.g., education. One can posit that people 
(or agents) living in the same areas may be more or less inclined to distinguish unique things to 
define themselves depending on what constitutes what carries the most cultural capital in their local 
context.    
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This idea that dispositions can and should be similar across relatively homogenous contexts 
is something that becomes relevant in later chapters when looking at the way groups of people self-
identify themselves as different language speakers, ethnicities, etc. It follows that people would be 
more likely to honestly identify themselves as members of a group if the majority of their 
experienced community were relatively similar to them and conversely, less likely to identify 
themselves as different if they were not members of the majority population. In this way, 
instruments like the census and maps help provide the skeleton of a state‟s habitus, and things like 
centralized education systems become the mechanism for socio-cultural reproduction. Why the 
Turkish case is interesting is the change from the 19th century, where numbers and census type 
instruments were primarily for taxation purposes under the Ottoman Empire to the 20th century, it 
become linked to the drive to modernize, Westernize, and industrialize under the Turkish Republic. 
The social function of the census. Censuses contribute to the construction of a certain 
type of habitus through the normalizing of social taxonomies, that is, the organization of social 
relationships into pre-defined categories. Although this type of act may seem neutral, the ideological 
motivation for the construction and use of census data then is what Bourdieu then would attribute 
to the creation of symbolic power and simultaneous imposition of symbolic violence against those 
who do not have hold of the symbolic power.  
Population censuses are among some of the oldest and most extensive of all socio-economic 
surveys conducted at the country-level. Censuses are portrayed as complete and representative 
samples of the population at large and are supposed to be objective and unambiguous about the 
observations that they make.  Silvana Patriarca (1996) observes that “[W]hen we think about modern 
states we often envision statistical aggregates. Area, population, size of the gross national product, 
the level of national debt, these are identifying features that we take for granted, as an obvious way 
of representing territorial entities” (p. 1).  Censuses are part of the bureaucratic baggage that modern 
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governments inherit from their predecessors, a passive reflection of what is already “there” 
(Desrosières, 1998).  
The process of establishing the constitutive components nation-state (internally) through 
census-taking accompanies the process of delineating its territories (externally) through boundary-
negotiations. Both are part of the construction of a state‟s unification and administration, and in this 
sense, helps create something that will hold together. As James Scott (1998) observes that “The 
builders of the modern-state do not merely describe, observe, and map; they strive to shape a people 
and landscape that will fit these techniques of observation” (cited in Kertzer & Arel, 2008).  
Censuses make the state visible by imposing a taxonomic organizational structure to the 
“limitless complexity of human activities” (Cole, 2000, p. 8). In fact, the idea of statistique originally 
can be etymologically rooted back to the “science of state”, where numbers were used to describe 
the invisible realm of the state. Statistics allow the state to divide up and describe itself. And they 
allow “researchers and government offices simultaneously to combine and subdivide groups of 
subjects or citizens into new social aggregates whose collective bodies shared some essential 
characteristics” (Cole, 2000, p. 212).  
There are two different types of statistics, politico-administrative and cognitive. Cognitive 
statistics involve the formalizing of scientific schemes. Politico-administrative statistics are statistics 
that were used in the 18th century systems for recording, encoding, tabulating, and publishing 
statistics, to numerically describe the various aspects of the world. This type of politico-
administrative statistics emerged, not as part of a quantification process, but of taxonomy. In 17th 
century Germany, statistics created a “canvas of comparison, creating descriptions by means of 
tables, cross-referencing descriptions by means of tables, cross-referencing states so that the reader 
could take in a large amount of information on a two-dimensional page” (Desrosières, 1998, p. 326). 
Cole (2000) points out, the “advantage of statistics lay in their ability to restrict the possible field of 
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debate and to prevent any potentially distracting proliferation of opinions, speculations, 
counterexamples, or alternative view” (p. 9).  
In this way, the “[s]tudy of these aggregates made it possible for officials to make new 
generalizations about collective interests” (Cole, 2000, p. 212). In this sense, statistics, the science of 
the state, was a language created expressly to describe a state‟s population, their behavior, and vital 
characteristics. Social statistics in the 1920s and 30s then emerged in a number of countries and was 
closely linked to the “urban realities and to the tensions of industrializing society” (p. 18). Alain 
Desrosières (1992) links the rise of U.S. as a global power to the spread of an “American” tradition 
of census-taking and statistics collection. He records that  
After his 1932 election, President Roosevelt established a policy of global intervention, in 
which he transformed the way statistics “was done” at the federal level. At this point, the 
three tools (even today) were created, which include: surveys based on representative 
samplings, national accounts, and then later computers. This was debated and implemented 
between 1935 and 1950. These were then observed to be subsumed into the national statistic 
infrastructures of European countries after 1945. (p. 336)  
 
Again, it is Bourdieu (1991) who posits that “structuring the perception which social agents 
have of the social world, the act of naming helps to establish the structure of the world, and does so 
all the more significantly the more widely it is recognized, i.e., authorized” (cited in Anderson, 1983 
[2006], p. 105). Benedict Anderson (1983 [2006]) argues that three institutions helped reinforce the 
mechanical reproduction of the nation and they were the census, the map, and the museum. He 
writes that “together, they shaped the way in which the colonial state imagined its dominion – of the 
nature of the human beings it ruled, the geography of its domain, and the legitimacy of its ancestry” 
(p. 163-164). Here Anderson mirrors Michel Foucault‟s argument that states progressively manage 
their populations by using the power that comes from this type of seemingly a-moral, benign, and to 
a certain degree, banal knowledge. Foucault looks at the quantification of people as the imposition 
of power, where there is political power, which functions through legal categories and institutions 
that determined the status and rights of citizens in the polity, and pastoral power, which is focused 
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on individuals and defining their existence in normative terms. He also argues that by limiting the 
endless number of categories limits one‟s way of understanding.  
From a sociological standpoint, more than the actual census data itself, the development of 
national census-taking practices itself provides an interesting glimpse into the way that the narrative 
of the nation was and is being developed. By critically reflecting on the way that census data was 
produced, Patriarca (1996) points out that “increasing an awareness of the complex interplay 
between ideologies and representations, it can further a less ideologically constrained reading of the 
period and open new avenues of investigation” (p. 10). Looking at the way statisticians have 
described and identified categories and the way they have assembled and distributed them into tables 
can provide intervallic snapshots into society.  
Problematic issues and social limits. First, in censuses that have particularly been 
developed in and/or by Western countries, it is individuals that are counted, rather than 
communities. The way that a person is represented is imposed by the census-takers for the purpose 
of clear and complete data. Relatedly, censuses are utilized by governments and people to see who 
they are (or are made up of) at a particular moment in time. By requiring people to identify 
themselves as members of pre-determined groups, censuses inadvertently can inadvertently have a 
reductionist effect, simplifying historically complex relationships into simple and neat tables on a 
page. As Anderson (1983 [2006]) notes, “The fiction of the census is that everyone is in it, and 
everyone has one – and only one – extremely clear place. No fractions” (p. 166). In the Turkish case, 
from 1927 to 1965, there was a fluctuation of how Kurdish language speakers are identified. The 
Kurds were historically a loose network of nomadic people with a milieu of languages associated 
with different tribal areas. From these, the two largest language groups are Zaza and Kirman. 
Neither language is related to Turkish or Arabic, the dominant language in the regions surrounding 
the Kurdish tribes. Moreover, until the later part of the 20th century, Kurds generally identified not 
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as Kurds but as members of tribes. In this case, for the sake of social taxonomy, the Kurds (or 
census takers, as the case may be) were forced into simplistic categories.     
As Desrosières (1998) points out, in this way, statistics then “reduced and impoverished 
situations by sacrificing their singularity. Cross-tabulation prompted all the more criticism in that, by 
its very logic, it tended to include numbers that could be compared, manipulated and translated into 
diagrams” (p. 326-327). Moreover, the need to categorize things into neat categories resulted in a 
state of taxonomic confusion, which would be reflected in the categorization. This is one of the 
more technical and research-related issue in using census data. Since censuses count the lowest 
common denominators and usually have the broadest definition of the indictors they are examining, 
it is impossible to know how each reportee defines things like “mother tongue” or “literacy.” Stanley 
Lieberson (1981) notes that 
As a consequence, it is difficult for the sociologist or linguist using such data to know 
precisely what is being measured… It seems most reasonable, nonetheless, to assume that 
the population reporting themselves able to speak a given language have a far higher degree 
of fluency than the segment of the population reporting themselves unable to speak the 
language. (p. 289)  
 
Ongoing issues throughout the history of statistical classifications include: encoding as 
sacrificing inessential perceptions; the choice of pertinent variables; how to construct classes of 
equivalence; and at last, the historicity of discontinuities (Desrosières, 1998). Again, Foucault (1970) 
posits that the “sciences always carry within themselves the project, however remote it may be, of an 
exhaustive ordering of the world… the centre of knowledge in the 17th and 18th century, is the table” 
(p. 74-75). Social taxonomy is associated with “both the construction and the stabilization of a social 
order; with the production of a common language allowing individual acts to be coordinated; and at 
last with a specific and transmissible knowledge employing this knowledge in descriptive and 
explanatory systems capable of orienting and triggering action” (Desrosières, 1998, p. 247-248).  
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 In this sense, as Joshua Cole (2000) states, “statistics are haunted by the absence of 
individual narratives, the untold stories of each particular case” (p. 61). Appropriately, James Scott 
(1998) observes that “The builders of the modern-state do not merely describe, observe, and map; 
they strive to shape a people and landscape that will fit these techniques of observation” (cited in 
Kertzer & Arel, 2008). By imposing this type of “totalizing, classificatory grid” the nation has the 
illusion of being able to tightly control and determine what is inside, or “who we are” (Anderson, 
1983 [2006]). But the process of classification itself is a negotiated process as scholars debate what 
constitute quantifiable variables and categories. Moreover, the underlying paradox here is that while 
nations move towards increase bounded or rigid counting and measuring systems, borders, 
identities, and flows of things like goods and services are increasingly transnational, crossing over 
national borders.  
Thus, as processes of globalization facilitate faster and more efficient transfers, the 
supremacy of the controlled narrative of the nation-state is being challenged and in some cases, re-
negotiated. For social science researchers, with the increasing availability of data vis-à-vis easier 
access to information in the name of transparency and data harmonization (which will be discussed 
in the analysis section), this means not only being able see the history of census classification, but 
this also means being able to critically reflect on the relationships between the collected data. Here, 
this means bringing together population, language, religion, and geographic variables together 
(where possible) to see if there are any relationships that exist, and visually being able to show the 
relationships, if any.  
But it is important to remember that “statistical information did not fall from the sky, like 
some pure reflection of a preexisting „reality‟” (Desrosières, 1998, p. 325). Censuses and other state 
statistics finding endeavors are all processes which “reveal aspects of society which previously had 
no reason to be made explicit. It was precisely because there was a will to act on things that it was 
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necessary to name and describe them” (Desrosières, 1998, p. 41). Kitause and Cicourel (1963) 
additionally argue that the “focus on the processes by which rates are produced allows us to 
consider any set of statistics, „official‟ as well as „unofficial‟ to be relevant” (p. 136). In response then 
to the criticisms of using social statistics, Kitause and Cicourel (1963) posit that “[T]o reject these 
statistics as „unreliable‟ because they fail to record the „actual‟ rate of deviant behavior assumes that 
certain behavior is always deviant independent of social actions which define it as deviant” (p. 136).  
From more of a social science research perspective, Thomas Gale (2001) points out that 
“quantitative data can also prove illuminating, particularly when it is subjected to the methodological 
assumptions of critical social science. To dismiss such data as the stuff of positivism is to curtail „our 
ability to raise and answer critical questions about the large-scale effects‟ of policy” (p. 382). Despite 
the limitations of censuses, it is a place where the state does receive a glimpse of reality (as opposed 
to its aspirational rhetoric). In this way, the census is a place where rhetoric meets a slice of reality.  
What the Turkish case shows is that while outward political change was taking place actual 
identification with a civic Turkish identity actually took much longer to be adapted particularly 
evident by the uneven geographical distribution of certain self-identified populations (chapter four). 
And also, “landmark moments” like the establishment of the Turkish Republic and the changing of 
the Turkish alphabet from Arabic script to Roman letters are often attributed as being revolutionary, 
it is when the institutional infrastructure becomes aligned with a political ideology that change 
actually takes place. And among different variables, Bourdieu makes the case that the examination of 
how languages are privileged is important because he argues that the first steps to creating new 
social relations is to understand the socially instituted limits of the speaking, thinking, and acting.   
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The Variables: Language and Education  
The World Bank (1999) defines social capital is defined as the “institutions, relationships, 
and norms that shape the quality and quantity of a society‟s social interactions… social capital is not 
just the sum of the institutions which underpin a society – it is the glue that holds them together.” 
This type of definition is problematic because of the lack of agency apparent in the definition itself. 
In this case, social capital is something that exists outside of human agency, something that exists 
and holds society together. Yet empirical evidence (and the Turkish case) shows that there is a 
constant re-negotiation of social relations which cannot be attributed to the natural course of social 
life, but to the shifts which occur as people‟s social practices, e.g., communication and language 
habits, change. Instead, it might be more appropriate to posit that language and culture are features 
of social practice that can be understood as behavior which becomes institutionalized and 
subsequently reproduced through means like education systems, etc.  
In this way, Bourdieu‟s notions of socio-cultural capital are more flexible and also searches 
out human and institutional agency. Change within a Bourdieu-ian framework then is linked to the 
view that changing institutional (and by extension, societal) structure and agency is undergirded by 
the notion individuals are not only subject to the influences of the social structure but also is a 
contributor to changes in the social structure. For him then, rather than a static notion of what 
capital is, the focus of this type of research should be on the dynamic nature of social practice and 
constructivism. But it is important to note that fundamental to his argument is the linking of socio-
cultural capital, like language, to access and availability of power, which is loosely defined as being in 
a dominant position which enables one to influence what does or does not have value.  
Within this notion of socio-cultural capital, Bourdieu‟s (1991) underlying point is that 
policies of linguistic unification would favor those who already possess or have access to the official 
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language as part of their linguistic repertoire while those who only had access to their local or 
regional dialects would become part of usually the larger population that would become subordinate.  
Language policy overview. Language policies are intentional actions taken by an 
institution or government in an attempt to change the systematic language behavior of a group or 
groups (Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997, p. xi). As aforementioned, while the reasons for such interventions 
vary, reasons range from governments‟ desires to modernize the language or increase overall literacy 
to malevolently motivated attempts to assimilate powerless people or a form of cultural cleansing. 
Within this perspective, language is a utilitarian tool, which has no personal, emotive or indexical 
value with no acknowledgement of other aspects of language.   
Looking at languages (and language speaker communities) as they simultaneously situate and 
are situated in particular political contexts can provide a more nuanced understanding of its 
connection to other issues. Elana Shohamy (2006) writes that  
Since language is not neutral but is embedded in political, ideological, social, and economic 
agendas, these mechanisms are not neutral either and serve as vehicles for promoting and 
perpetuating agendas. Thus, the different mechanisms reflect the fact that languages express 
or national (or other) identities that are embedded in shared history and cultures; they are 
also ideological because they are associated with aspirations of unity, loyalty and patriotism; 
they are social because they are perceived as symbols of status, power, group identity and 
belonging; and they are economic because knowledge of languages can be linked in different 
types of economic consequences, positive as well as negative. (p. 55)    
 
In this way, as Robert Kaplan and Robert Baldauf (1997) point out, language policies may be less 
substantive and more like “informal statements of intent” (p. xi).  
 Terminology. “National languages” are languages that are officially recognized in a 
country‟s constitution or other legally binding document, e.g., Turkish is the national language of 
Turkey. National languages are languages that have been legitimated or institutionalized within the 
public sphere in some way. They are not necessarily spoken by the whole society, but are granted 
“special political status within the state” (Kaplan & Baldauf, 1997, p. 16). “Official languages” are 
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languages in contexts where having one national language is not a feasible solution to multilingual 
nature of the population. Official languages are given an equal status for official/public purposes.  
Language policy and planning is generally divided into three domains (Kloss, 1969; Cooper, 
1989). “Status planning” involves elevating the position of one language in relation to the others. 
These types of activities can be legislated by a government and can be implemented by limiting 
speakers‟ language domain(s) (private vs. public use). Status planning can “focus on any 
communicative function… aim[ed] at those functions which enable elites to maintain or extend their 
power, or which give counter-elites an opportunity to seize power for themselves” (Cooper, 1989, p. 
120). The focus here is on legitimizing language through a variety of channels (e.g., the 
nationalization or standardization of a language) in order to elevate its status (and/or prestige).  
“Corpus planning” refers to the standardization of a language‟s structure, functionality, and 
auxiliary code(s). This includes activities like corpus building through the creation of new 
words/terms and spelling and orthography reforms. This process focuses on standardizing language 
or spelling through the creation of a dictionary or a particular type of script or graphization (e.g., the 
switching from Arabic to Roman script during the Turkish language reform). Cooper (1989) makes 
an additional distinction, that “[W]hen planning is directed towards increasing a language‟s use, it 
falls within the rubric of status planning. But when it is directed toward increasing the number of 
users… then a separate analytic category for the focus of language planning seems justified.”  
The third category is acquisition planning. “Acquisition planning” can involve language and 
education issues (i.e., school, literary resources, media, employment, etc.) and in this way, can 
overlap with the aims and implementation of status and corpus planning. Specifically however, 
acquisition planning involves sectors and activities that are mandated the task of implementing 
language reforms through some level of education. Haarman (1990) cited in Kaplan and Baldauf 
(1997), proposed adding a fourth domain into language planning, “prestige planning.” While corpus 
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and status planning are “productive activities, prestige planning is a receptive or value function 
which influences how corpus and status planning activities are acted upon by actors and received by 
people” (p. 50-51). However, because of the similarity of prestige and status planning, only the first 
three notions are used in this project.  
As Joshua Fishman (1991) writes, “[L]anguage becomes part of the secular religion, binding 
society together. Language is a powerful instrument for promoting internal cohesion and providing 
an ethnic or national identity. It contributes to values, identity, and a sense of peoplehood” (p. 19). 
This is particularly true to the way that the Western Westphalian nation-state model was developed, 
influenced by the “one language, one nation, one people” model, e.g., post-French Revolution 
France or the formation of the German Volk. Moreover, as Berger and Berger (1976) note   
That language planning should serve so many covert goals is not surprising. Language is the 
fundamental institution of society, not only because it is the first institution experienced by 
the individual but also all other institutions are built upon its regulatory patterns (cited in 
Cooper, 1989, p. 182). 
 
Language planning also usually arises in contexts of great social change. Some examples 
include the establishment of the state of Israel resulting in the revitalization of Hebrew and the 
rising demand for minority rights in the 1960s and 70s leading to the Irish and Welsh language 
revitalization movements (and the eventual establishment of the European Bureau of Lesser-Used 
Languages). When a government privileges one language over the milieu of other languages spoken 
by its people by declaring or legislating that it is the official language for that country, essentially it is 
elevating the prestige of that language over the others by becoming the official language of 
government administration, education, and public services. 
Not just an ad hoc link, Bourdieu argues that in order to sustain language reproduction it 
must be institutionalized, namely through schools. He posits that  
… like the sociology of culture, the sociology of language is logically inseparable from a 
sociology of education. As a linguistic market strictly subject to the verdicts of the guardians 
of legitimate culture, the educational market is strictly dominated by the linguistic products 
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of the dominant class and tends to sanction the pre-existing differences in capital... The 
initial disparities therefore tend to be reproduced since the length of inculcation tends to 
vary with its efficiency: those least inclined and least able to accept and adopt the language of 
the school are also those exposed for the shortest time to this language and to educational 
monitoring, correction, and sanction. (p. 62) 
 
Here he raises a number of issues, including the relationship between disparities in socio-economic 
and socio-cultural capital and educational achievement, which will be discussed further in chapter 
eight. But focusing on the initial part of the quote, looking at any language policy and planning effort 
at any level almost inevitably leads the researcher to education because of accompanying systematic 
changes that would in turn, drive and sustain those changes.  
Bourdieu also argues that it is through the incorporation of language into the education 
system is how that identity becomes institutionally reproduced. He writes  
The position which the educational system gives to the different languages (or different 
cultural contexts) is such an important issue only because this institution has the monopoly 
in the large-scale production of producers/consumers, and therefore in the reproduction of 
the market without the social value of the linguistic competence, its capacity to function as 
linguistic capital would cease to exist. (1991, p. 57)  
 
What Bourdieu does here is he introduces another element into the language discussion. He 
interprets what happens in language planning and policy processes, which is the linking of language 
and education to notions of social and cultural capital. More than just prestige and symbolic, 
Bourdieu argues that language and education experience(s) has material consequences which are 
intrinsically related to the (re)production of means of production and consumption. Bourdieu-ian 
frameworks are frequently used to discuss the link between language and education, particularly as 
market and human capital discourses are used to justify things like universal compulsory education.   
 This link between transitional economies (from subsistence to industrial) and education and socio-
cultural reform is not explored in this dissertation. Taking a historical look at this in the Turkish 
context however, is an intriguing area for future research.  
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Language. Language has been instrumental in nation-state building processes and in the 
construction of national identities. Wright (2004) observes “The history of the politics of nation-
state building reveals how the conscious promotion of language convergence was part of the 
development of the nation state” (p. 42). There is the utilitarian aspect of language, forming the 
basis on which a nation can function by establishing a language of wider communication, thereby 
transcending local and regional particularities. This is linked with its symbolic value, which promotes 
social cohesion and allows people to share (or perceive to share) a common culture and/or history 
(Anderson, 1991; Gellner, 1983). Along this vein, Cooper (1989) writes that “Language, of course, 
can not only be fashioned into a supreme symbol of the common destiny, it can be manipulated to 
help create the perception of a common destiny” (p. 86).  
Language is the object of study in a number of different disciplines/fields, e.g., Linguistics, 
Anthropology, Law, Political Science, Sociology, Education, etc. But though the general research 
focus may be languages and similar research methodologies are used, notions of language are 
underlyingly different. This conceptual variation contains different assumptions and has a variety of 
implications for their application(s). This has led to the compartmentalization of aspects of language 
into different disciplines (see table one).  
Language planning then is generally a function of some level of government since it is 
supposed to penetrate into many, if not all, sectors of a society. Karam (1974) notes that “regardless 
of the type of language planning, in reality all cases the language problem to be solved is not a 
problem in isolation within the region or nation but is directly associated with the political, 
economic, scientific, social cultural, and/or religious situation” (p. 108, cited in Cooper, 1989).  
Language in education policy specifically looks at language planning involving the education 
sector and deals with standardized and standardizing language(s). And if language planning as a 
whole is seen as a deliberative attempt by a/the government to establish a common language for 
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wider communication, literacy reforms create a broader literate base, giving the government even 
more control and influence over the population en masse (Cooper, 1989). Language policy discussions 
can remain in the symbolic and ideological realm; however, when looking at language policy and 
planning in more concrete, overlapping social policy arenas like language in education and literacy 
planning can provide more insight into context-specific policy production behavior.  
Table 2 
Typology of Language Research in Different Disciplines 
 
 
Field/discipline 
 
Primary research focus 
 
Methodology 
Sociolinguistics 
  
Language use; language 
typology 
Conversation and discourse analysis; 
linguistic analysis; ethnography; case 
study 
Language planning and 
policy 
Language use; 
Language policy and 
ideology 
Theoretical; case study; linguistic 
analysis 
Sociology Language use Case study; ethnography 
Political Science 
 
Language policy and 
ideology 
Document analysis; theoretical 
Law Language law(s) Legal analysis; ideological 
Education Language use in the 
classroom 
Conversation/discourse analysis; case 
study; policy analysis 
Policy studies 
 
Language policy as public 
policy 
Policy analysis; theoretical 
(Theoretical) Linguistics Language structure Various 
 
 
As seen in table two, research tends to focus on abstract notions of language or language as a 
means of communication. And while this may be seen irrelevant to a policy discussion, these 
different notions have provided the theoretical framework for researchers who helped governments 
develop language policies, particularly during the rapid nation-state building period following World 
Wars I and II (WWI/II) (Cooper, 1989).  
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Theoretical linguistics. Theoretical linguistics studies language as a system of sounds, 
structures and its infrastructures, essentially, taking apart a language and then, examining the 
components that form its underlying structure. As a sub-field within Linguistics, theoretical 
linguistics in the 20th century developed in an attempt to become more scientific while breaking away 
from its historical association with anthropology and sociology. 
This move began with Fernand de Saussaure (1916), Leonard Bloomfield (1933) and others 
in the earlier part of the 20th century with their structuralist focus on the underlying structure of 
languages instead of external socio-historical factors. Noam Chomsky‟s (1957) research on 
generative grammar incorporated a psycho-biological aspect into the linguistic sciences, and focused 
on the acquisition of a language- based on the notion of a “universal grammar.” This move towards 
the abstraction of language and creation of a scientific discourse subsequently resulted in the 
(a) elimination of notions of language variation, (b) creation of the ideal speaker-hearer, and (c) idea 
of language norms.  
This de-linking of language from its speakers and social context, for language policy makers 
and consultants, meant that there was no need to maintain linguistic diversity since there was no 
intrinsic value from one language to another. This often provided the justification for assimilationist 
national language policy production, particularly during the accelerated nation-state building period 
after WWI. But as Bourdieu (1991) points out, is that to “speak of the language, without further 
specification, as linguists do, is to tacitly accept the official definition of the official language of a 
political unit” (p.45). 
Sociolinguistics. Sociolinguistics in Western Linguistics was arguably, a pendulum reaction 
to Chomsky-ian linguistics. It was more of a social approach towards studying language. This 
approach focused on who said what to whom, where, why and when, and how. Here, language is 
neither referred to as a disposition nor a psychological process, but as inextricable from its social 
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context. In this way, sociolinguistics attempted to re-connect the study of language to its speakers 
and their actual, observable socio-cultural context. However, the research focus in sociolinguistics 
still prioritizes language as the object of analysis, with context providing some information. Context 
is not seen in sociolinguistics as shaping the conditions under which languages change or are 
influenced.    
Post-structural linguistics. Taking things further, after sociolinguistics and the 
development of post-structuralism, scholars like J. L. Austin, Jacques Derrida, Michel Foucault, and 
Pierre Bourdieu, applied this philosophical framework to language. Within this view, language was 
neither apolitical nor ahistorical; nor was it enough to draw conclusions from what the eye could see 
(or the ear could hear, as the case may be). They argued for looking at the power relations 
observable in language use, identity formation, the deconstruction of meaning, and so on. These are 
dominant theoretical frameworks that inform the contemporary emerging field of language policy 
and human/minority language rights research in linguistics.  
Language as a precondition to educational equity. Numerous studies looking at 
students‟ educational experiences and language have found that using students‟ mother tongue does 
in fact contribute to academic success. Looking at Navajo students in the US, Fishman (1998) writes 
that “[L]ocal tongues foster higher levels of school success, higher degrees of participation in local 
government, more informed citizenship, and better knowledge of one‟s own culture, history, and 
faith.” He goes on to argue that, “Navajo children in Rough Rock, Arizona, who were schooled 
initially in Navajo were found to have higher reading competency in English than those who were 
first schooled in English” (p. 35). In the case of the Roma in Europe, Ringold, Orenstein, and 
Wilkins (2005) similarly write that Roma children at school are “compounded by the fact that many 
do not speak the national language at home and thus begin primary school at a disadvantage”  
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(p. 45). In this way, preventing students from using their mother tongue can limit the academic 
performance for non-dominant language speaking students. Thus, language becomes an early 
gatekeeper blocking or hindering such students' opportunities.  
 But if language can be a key marker of group inclusion (or exclusion), education is one of the 
means (if not the primary mean) through which a state can reproduce a particular social identity. On 
the one hand, education alone cannot “save” a language which is less utilized for a range of reasons, 
including discriminatory or assimilationist legislation, societal pressure(s), a desire for increased 
social and economic capital, etc. However, dismissing education (and consequently, the language of 
education) would be to overlook the way that a fundamental instrument of the state becomes a 
means of building the “imagined community of the nation-state” (Anderson, 1991 [2007]). As Èmile 
Durkheim (1956) posits,   
Society can survive only if there exists among its members a sufficient degree of 
homogeneity; education perpetuates and reinforces this homogeneity by fixing in the child, 
from the beginning, the essential similarities that collective life demands. (p.70) 
 
And as Elie Kedourie (1960) writes, the “purpose of education is not to transmit knowledge, 
traditional wisdom, and the ways devised by a society for attending to the common concerns; its 
purpose rather is wholly political, to bend the will of the young to the will of the nation” (p. 83-84).  
Literacy. As Bourdieu (1991) additionally notes, language carries with it socio-cultural 
capital. This capital is not just merely symbolic but does have material implications and 
consequences. Creating an official language privileges the people who possess that language already, 
while those who knew a different language would become a part of a political and linguistic 
population that is both undervalued and subordinate, essentially, “minoritizing” them. In this way, 
the people that do not speak the national language “collaborate in the destruction of their 
instruments of expression” (Bourdieu, 1991, p. 49). But language is not just the ability to verbally 
communicate, but also being able to read and write (when applicable) in that language. For this 
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reason, literacy is often used as a measure of language proficiency on large-scale survey instruments 
like censuses.  
Literacy, as a field of study, can be considered a subset of language “acquisition planning”, 
which examines the means by which language learning is transferred. The emphasis on literacy 
emerged around the same time as that of universal compulsory education in the 19th century. As 
Gellner (1983) writes “The ideal of universal literacy and the right to education is a well-known part 
of the pantheon of modern values. It is spoken of with respect by statesmen and politicians, and 
enshrined in declarations of rights, constitutions, party programmes and so forth” (p. 28). 
 Gellner (1983) then goes on to argue that while in an agrarian society families and kin 
prepared people for the labor market, this is not true of industrializing economies. He observes that  
… level of literacy and technical competence, in a standardized medium, a common 
conceptual currency, which is required of members of this society if they are to be properly 
employable and enjoy full and effective moral citizenship, is so high that it simply cannot be 
provided by the kin or local units… It can only be provided by something resembling a 
modern „national‟ educational system, a pyramid at whose base there are primary schools, 
staffed by teachers trained at secondary schools, staffed by university trained teachers, led by 
the products of advanced graduate schools. (p. 34) 
 
Similarly, Stephen May (2008) notes “Given the spread of standardised education, the associated 
literacy demands of the labour force, and the inevitable and widespread interaction required in 
dealing with state agencies, any language which is not widely used in the public realm becomes so 
marginalized as to be inconsequential” (p. 153). As Kaplan and Baldauf (1997) point out “As 
societies move away from subsistence economies and begin to be heavily involved in the marketing 
of services, literacy demands increase” (p. 146). Examining trends in literacy then, can be a way of 
examining the relationship between the implementation of a language policy at the school level, as 
well as a measure of societal development.  
What makes literacy an ongoing challenge to evaluate and discuss is its ill-defined nature. 
Literacy can be considered along a continuum, which is reflected in a limited way in the Turkish 
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censuses, where the choices are “Can Read and Write/Can Read/Cannot Read or Write” and the 
ever-ubiquitous “Other” category. As an indicator of how language is being taught in school, it is 
particularly difficult to understand what it as a variable refers to, particularly when the data is self-
reported. However, despite the problematic nature of defining literacy, in lieu of another large scale 
alternative, literacy continues to be a category that is frequently used as a proxy for societal 
education levels. And in the Turkish context, although because of the problematic nature of the 
categories themselves definitive links cannot be drawn, it is interesting to see how uneven 
distributions of language populations and educational participation throughout the country overlap 
with population literacy rates (seen in chapters four through six).  
 
Concluding Thoughts 
Language and subsequently, issues of language and education, have always been 
interconnected. When an education intervention, in the form of a top down mandate or policy, is 
implemented, the issue of what language medium that intervention will take place in is either 
explicitly or implicitly decided. Education itself has been declared a fundamental right (UNESCO) 
and a basic human right (UN Charter for Human Rights),  along with a number of other human 
rights documents including ones published by the Human Rights Watch,  Council of Europe, etc. 
Put another way then, with the establishment of public schooling for all, the question now is, “in 
what language should public education be provided?” Given the inter-connectedness between 
language and education, language and education policy discussion should reflect this. Héraud (1992) 
notes that linguistic and literary longitudinal time scales do not “enable solutions but [they] do reveal 
the dynamics of local language change, allowing the clearer interpretations of regional and state 
scales” (p. 16).  
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With increasing focus on linguistic and cultural diversity in schools and classrooms as a 
result of immigration, population shift, etc., educational policy makers increasingly are forced to ask, 
“[W]hat should be spoken in schools to whom, by whom, and why?” If one agrees with Chomsky 
(1979) that “questions of language are basically questions of power”, then language can act as a 
gatekeeper, a gatekeeper that determines who can and cannot pass through the door of education. In 
this sense, one could argue that language policy (policies) in fact, help form the preconditions within 
which educational equity is or is not accessible (see Cluver, 1992; Cummins, 1996; Schmidt, 2000).  
But at the same time, it is worthwhile noting that equitable treatment of languages in schools itself 
will not remedy the issue of inequity (May, 2008). Ernest Gellner (1983) points out “literacy does 
not, in and of itself, solve social problems; disenfranchised populations, when they are provided with 
literacy, are likely to remain disenfranchised” (p. 150). More generally, Joel Spring (2001) points out,  
Realistically, even with the provisions for financial aid and protection of children‟s welfare, 
complete equality of educational opportunity cannot be achieved. There are so many 
variables, including differences in peer groups, access to cultural institutions, the culture of 
families, and even geographical locations, such as rural versus urban living. Therefore, the 
best that can be hoped for is maximizing the chance of achieving equality of educational 
opportunity. (p. 154) 
 
In this way, any policy and policy production process is political and riddled with choices which 
need to be made. Joseph Lo Bianco (1990) notes, “These choices are often between equally morally 
defensible claims and needs, balanced against economically imposed stringencies” (p. 18). But what 
the Turkish case shows is that social policies, map making and spatial relationships, taxonomic 
instruments like the census, etc. are all linked as Anderson (1991) would say “building on the 
principle of ethno-racial hierarchies” (p. 169). In the Turkish case, while modernization, nationalism, 
education and language reforms were all connected to the idea of the new, secular Kemalist vision of 
the Turkish Republic, the policy implementations took place in a geographically uneven manner, 
problematizing the traditionally dualistic way policy reform has been discussed in this context,  
which will be further discussed in chapters four through six.  
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Chapter Three 
The Formation of the Turkish Republic 
 Before discussing the establishment of the Turkish Republic, this section provides a brief 
overview of the literature in order to define operational terms referenced throughout this 
dissertation. A nation is most commonly accepted as a group of people that share a socio-cultural 
background. This socio-cultural commonality is oftentimes based on shared ethnos (ethnicity) or 
ethno-linguistic heritage. According to Eric Hobsbawm (1992) from an etymological perspective, 
“[b]efore 1884, the word nación simply meant „the aggregate of the inhabitants of a province, a 
country or a kingdom‟ and also „a foreigner‟” (p. 14). However, from an ideological perspective, 
Anderson (1983 [2006]) defines a nation as an “imagined political community–and imagined as both 
inherently limited and sovereign” (p. 6). But not a completely unbounded notion, the nation is 
“limited because even the largest of them… has finite, if elastic, boundaries, beyond which lie other 
nations” (p. 7). The nation is imagined as “sovereign because the concept was born in an age in 
which Enlightenment and Revolution were destroying the legitimacy of the divinely-ordained, 
hierarchical dynastic realm” (p. 7).  
Anderson also posits that the nation is imagined as a “community, because, regardless of the 
actual inequality and exploitation that may prevail in each, the nation is always conceived as a deep, 
horizontal comradeship” (1983 [2006], p. 7). Thus, a nation is at once a conglomeration of people 
and communities, an imagining of a particular notion of the qualitative nature contained within 
political borders, and thirdly, the necessity for power. In order to establish an order or a political 
agenda, power is essential to legitimation of the maintenance of geo-political boundaries keeping 
others out, and defining what characterizes the people within. This type of power then can come 
through the institution of the state.   
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A state then is generally defined as a political entity that has recognized sovereignty over a 
particular geographical territory and governs over citizens of the society situated (physically or 
metaphysically) within its domains. According to Hobsbawm (1992) a state is a “territory over all of 
whose inhabitants it rules, and separated by clearly distinct frontiers or borders from other such 
territories” (p. 80). He continues, noting that “[I]n short, the state ruled over a territorially defined 
„people‟ and did so as the supreme „national‟ agency of rule over its territory, its agents increasingly 
reaching down to the humblest inhabitant of the least of its villages” (p.80). If nations are defined 
horizontally, states are defined vertically, describing the relationship between a political entity and 
the scope of its authority (over people, land, resources, etc.). A nation-state then is where nations 
and states intersect (horizontal and vertical). It is recognized to be sovereign over a particular geo-
political domain within which citizens share a common socio-cultural heritage.  In a sense, one can 
argue that a nation is a socio-cultural entity, the state a geo-political one, and the nation-state then is 
where both theoretically overlap.   
However, critics of ideas like “nation”, “state”, and “nation-state” point out that there are no 
“natural” institutions or entities called such things and that these concepts are constructed or 
“imagined” (Anderson, 1983 [2006]; Brubaker, 1996). And as Brubaker (1996) argues, we live in a 
world “in which nationhood is pervasively institutionalized in the practice of states and the workings 
of the state system… It is a world in which nation-ness may suddenly, and powerfully, „happen‟” (p. 
21). 
As part of the institutionalization of nationhood as a “political and cultural form”, the 
question this raises then is what circumstances set the stage for such forms to be created? How does 
state formation in fact, take place? The 20th century has seen an explosion of state formation, 
particularly since the aftermath of both World Wars. Focusing on Europe, Brubaker (1996) observes 
that modern state formation took place in three bursts, i.e., after World War I (WWI), during the 
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mid-century period of decolonization, and then after the end of the Cold War. During the post 
WWI period, the Austro-Hapsburg and Ottoman Empires were dismantled and Europe and the 
Middle East were essentially reorganized and re-created. Mid-century decolonization resulted in the 
creation of new states out of the dismantlement of the Western European colonial empires. Finally, 
the end of the Cold War also then led to another massive reconfiguration of political boundaries and 
emergence of new and former states out of the multinational territories of the former Communist 
European and Eurasian countries (Brubaker, 1996).  
Since the area of focus in this dissertation is Turkey, a note about republics. Under these 
notions of nation and state, a republic is a form of government that a state can adopt where the 
people/public has some control over the government with elected officials and the head of the 
government is not a monarch (or in the Turkish case, a sultan). Essentially, a republican government 
is a state without a monarch. However, the distinction between a republic and a monarchy is not 
always definitive. In some cases, e.g., Great Britain, even though a monarchy exists, actual real 
political power rests in the elected representatives; on the other hand, there are self-proclaimed 
republics that operate like a monarchy, with power being transferred from father to son, e.g., North 
Korea and Syria. Turkey is a secular constitutional republic, and is considered a parliamentary 
representative democracy. What this means is that the Turkish constitution guides its governmental 
actions. The constitution establishes that the head of the Turkish government is an elected president 
(who serves a five year term) and it has a tri-partite system with the Executive branch consisting of 
the Prime Minister and Council of Ministers, the Legislative branch consisting of the Grand 
National Assembly of Turkey (Türkiye Büyuk Millet Meclisi (TBMM)) with elected officials from a 
milieu of political parties, and the Judiciary branch consisting of a number of courts from the local 
to the highest courts, the Constitutional Court, the Court of Appeals, and the Council of State.  
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This chapter focuses on the formation of the modern Turkish nation-state by looking at the 
geo-political context in which the Turkish Republic was formed (external) and the development of a 
Turkish civic identity (internal).  
 
World War I (1914-1918) 
The Turkish Republic came into existence out of the remains of the defeated Ottoman 
Empire. By signing an alliance with Germany in August 1914, the Ottoman Empire ill fatedly joined 
the Entente Powers in WWI. Jemal Pasha, Talaat Bey, and Enver Bey, leading military officers of the 
Ottoman government, signed the alliance with Germany in October 1914 after being turned away 
from joining the Allied powers (Wagner, 2004, p. 24). It should be noted that the Ottoman Empire‟s 
entrance into WWI was not so much a desire to join the Germans as much as it was an attempt to 
resist Russia, its biggest threat to the East. Known military operations against Turkey by the Allies 
began on November 5, 1914, along with the annexation of Cyprus by Great Britain (Turkish 
armistice signed, 1918). With the Ottoman Empire‟s joining, the Allies began striking secret 
bargains. The first of these secret pacts, the Constantinople Agreement (March/April 1915) between 
Great Britain, France and Russia set the stage for Russia to annex Constantinople (today‟s Istanbul) 
and the Dardanelles; and the Treaty of London (April 26, 1915) promised Italy part of the 
Mediterranean (Sonyal, 1975, p. 1-2).  
Another secret treaty that the Allies became known as the Sykes-Picot Agreement (Easum, 
1952, p. 110). The Sykes-Picot Agreement, negotiated by François Geoges-Picot (France) and Sir 
Mark Sykes (UK), was signed on May 16, 1916. In the Sykes-Picot Agreement, the signatories 
basically preemptively divided up the Ottoman Empire in their own interests as seen in table two. 
The Saint Jean de Maurienne Agreement (April 17, 1917) additionally gave Italy the Aydın Province 
(where the city of Izmir is located) Note that the Agreement did not take into consideration any of 
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the Mandates determined by the League of Nations since the Mandates were formed after the 
conclusion of the war.1 Table three reflects the proposed allocation of land for each Allied country. 
Table 3 
Distribution of the Ottoman Empire According to the Sykes-Picot Agreement (1916) 
 
 
Allied Country 
 
Geographical Allocation 
US None. The Agreement was signed while the US was still considered neutral in 
WWI. 
Russia Constantinople; land on both the Bosphorous and the Dardenelles; islands in 
the Marmora Sea; two islands in the Aegean (Imbros and Tenedos); and 
provinces in the southern part of the Caucasus, including Erzurum and 
Kurdish areas. 
France Syria; Lebanon; and Adana 
Italy Dodecanese and Adalia 
Great Britain Mesopotamia (most of modern day Iraq); Palestine 
 
 
As WWI began winding down and it became clear that Germany and the Entente Powers  
were going to be defeated, a number of treaties and armistices were drawn up and signed. One of 
these, the Armistice of Mudros, which came into effect on October 31, 1918 between the Allies and 
the defeated Ottoman Empire (Turkish Armistice signed, 1918). The Armistice “provided for the 
opening of the Straits and Allied occupation of Constantinople as well as of all strategic points along 
the Dardanelles and the Bosphorous…” (Shotwell & Deak, 1940, p. 106). The Armistice, signed by 
the Ottoman Minister of Marine Affairs, Hüseyin Rauf and the British Vice-Admiral Somerset 
Arthur Gough-Calthorpe, essentially set the stage for the Treaty of Sèvres and the subsequent 
dissolution of the Ottoman Empire (Sonyal, 1975).  
                                                        
1 Hobsbawm (1994) points out that consequently, one of the aims of the League of Nations was to 
prevent the signing of such secret treaties because “[T]he Bolsheviks, discovering these sensitive 
documents in the Tsarist archives, had promptly published them for the world to read, and an 
exercise of damage limitation was called for” (p. 34). 
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However, the Armistice was full of ambiguous statements that led to different 
understandings, expectations, and consequently, different applications of it. For example, as Salahi 
Sonyal (1975) points out, “[T]he most notorious articles were the 7th, giving the Allies the right to 
occupy any strategic part of the Ottoman Empire in the event of any situation arising which 
threatened their security; and the 24th, which read: „In case of disorder in the six Armenian 
Provinces, the Allies preserve to themselves the right to occupy any part of them‟” (p. 3). But with 
the defeat of the Entente Powers, this meant that the victors could now “legitimately” divide the 
remains of the Ottoman Empire amongst themselves in the wake of their defeat. This led to what 
Sonyal (1975) describes as “an orgy of imperialist expansion among the victors‟” (p. 1). 
The increasing unpopularity of imperialism somewhat correlated to the increased 
commitment to the principle of self-determination, the idea that people and states should govern 
themselves advocated by U.S. President Woodrow Wilson. What were formerly called “colonies” 
were thereon after referred to as “mandates”. As Hobsbawm comments, mandates were formed in 
order to “ensure progress of backward peoples, handed over by humanity to imperial powers who 
would not dream of exploiting them for any other purpose” (Hobsbawm, 1994, p. 34). Easum 
(1952) further elaborates, writing that “The mandates system, substituted for the outright annexation 
contemplated by secret wartime treaties among the Allies, was based on a recognition of the 
principles of trusteeship and political tutelage, and promised to eliminate the worst abuses of the old 
imperialism” (p. 114). 
And so, the leaders of the Allied powers, i.e., Great Britain, France, and the United States, 
met at the Paris Peace Conference in 1919 in order to determine the terms of peace for the defeated 
Entente Powers and to distribute mandates among the victorious countries accordingly. Hobsbawm 
(1994) records that at the 1919 Paris Peace Conference, the Allies‟ priorities were dominated by the 
following five considerations:  
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1. The breakdown of so many regimes in Europe, including the Ottoman and Austro-
Hapsburg Empires and the emergence of Russia as an “alternative revolutionary Bolshevik 
regime”;  
 
2. Controlling Germany;  
 
3. The redistribution and in a sense, re-creation of Europe‟s geo-political landscape, at once to 
weaken Germany and to fill the gap left by the collapse of the aforementioned regimes;2  
 
4. The domestic politics within and between the Allied countries, i.e., Great Britain, France and 
the USA;  
 
5. The prevention of another devastating world war. (pp. 32-33) 
 
The most concrete outcome from the Conference for Turkey was in the 12th of U.S. President 
Woodrow Wilson‟s Fourteen Points, which stated that  
[T]he Turkish portions of the present Ottoman Empire should be assured a secure 
sovereignty, but the other nationalities which are now under Turkish rule should be assured 
an undoubted security of life and an absolutely unmolested opportunity of autonomous 
development, and the Dardanelles should be permanently opened as a free passage to the 
ships and commerce of all nations under international guarantees.  
 
Another expressed priority of the Allies was the sense that they should protect the rights of 
the various minority groups that had been subject to these different defeated regimes. This 
discussion then resulted in the Minority Treaties.  The term “Minority Treaties” is actually a 
misnomer since the minority rights discussion was a portion of the larger treaties, which were signed 
between the Allies and the defeated Entente Powers, the emergent newly formed states, and in some 
cases, bi-laterally among themselves. Thus, as the Allies were meting out the terms of agreement, in 
addition to their own imperialist ambitions, there was a sense that these signatories should treat their 
                                                        
2 About how the geo-political lines in the former Ottoman Empire were drawn, Hobsbawm (1994) 
writes  
 
in Europe, the basic principle of re-ordering the map was to create ethnic-linguistic nation 
states, according to the belief that nations had the „right to self-determination‟… The 
attempt was a disaster, as can be seen in the Europe of the 1990s. The national conflicts 
tearing the continent apart in the 1990s were the old chickens of Versailles once again 
coming home to roost. (p. 31) 
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minorities without discrimination (Claude, 1955). This meant allowing groups to practice their 
religion(s) freely, use heritage languages, open and sustain their own schools, etc. As Innes Claude 
(1955) summarizes  
The acceptance of minority obligations was in no way purely voluntary and gratuitous. Some 
of the instruments were virtual impositions; the others were in the nature of bargains, with 
recognition of a state‟s independence, guaranteed extension of territory, or admission to the 
League compensating for the acceptance of obligations which were regarded as onerous by 
most of the states concerned. (p. 7)   
 
The reconfiguration of minorities and their status in relation to the newly formed states was 
not simply altruistic. For the Allies, this was closely linked to the issue of regional stability and 
security. As Temperley (1955) points out, the Allies believed that “only an international guarantee of 
minority rights could reconcile national minorities to their position in the new states and thus 
produce the essential domestic tranquility” (sic) (p.130, cited in Claude, 1955, p. 14). President 
Woodrow Wilson explicitly addressed this issue positing that “Nothing… is more likely to disturb 
the peace of the world than the treatment which might in certain circumstances be meted out to 
minorities” (Claude, 1955, p. 14).   
 But the issue of minority rights (as constituted in these Treaties) was both conceptually and 
pragmatically problematic. First, the principles of self-determination and minority rights inherently 
challenged national sovereignty. Claude (1955) writes that there was a “fundamental inconsistency of 
the attempt to guarantee collective rights without full recognition of the concept of collective 
existence was a source of much confusion” (p. 37). Carol Fink (2004) also writes  
Wilson‟s desire for a global solution to the minorities question through the new League of 
Nations had elicted skepticism from his advisors who asked for more specifics. British 
officials were generally negative, fearing to incite ambitious or irredentist minorities, to 
burden the new organization [the League of Nations], and to assail the holy principle of “full 
internal sovereignty.” (p. 154)  
 
In Conference meeting notes, a British official pointed out that while  
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[T]he purpose is beneficent, but… general treatment is impossible. Doubtless equal religious 
and cultural privileges should be accorded in all cases, but it is impossible to suppose that all 
racial minorities can be entitled, for example, to have their languages used in official records. 
In the case of several small minorities in one country, this would be impracticable even 
locally. (Miller, Covenant, Vol. 2, p. 91) 
 
They also pointed out that in fact, the “intervention of an external agency in the relationship 
between a state and its own nationals was clearly incompatible with the concept of absolute 
sovereignty” (Miller, Covenant, Vol. 2, p. 21).  
 Fink (2004) makes five critical observations regarding the politics of this treaty-producing 
period, which include, 
1. The fact that the Allies never questioned their right to dictate minority rights;  
2. The somewhat unintentional first venture into institutionalized, international human rights;  
 
3. The refusal to establish universal standards of minority rights;  
4. The subsequent loophole which allowed signatory states to misuse, misapply, ignore and 
ultimately opt-out of the League of Nations‟ conditions; and  
 
5. The lack of enforcement (by either the Allies or later the League of Nations).  
She notes “[N]o sooner was the ink dry than the signatories, all moved by different motives as well 
as by different political and diplomatic agendas, shied away from collective minority protection” (p. 
360). MacMillan (2003) writes,  
What was left out of the calculation in Paris, among other things, was the inability of the 
powers to enforce their will. Henry Wilson, chief of the British Imperial General Staff, 
thought the politicians completely unrealistic: “They seem to think that their writ runs in 
Turkey in Asia. We have never, even after the armistice, attempted to get into the 
background parts.” Also overlooked were the Turks themselves (p.380).  
 
After World War I: The Treaty of Sèvres 
With the responsibility of deciding Germany's fate and the politics that entailed, at the 
conclusion of the Paris Peace Conference (January 21, 1920), the Ottoman Empire‟s fate was 
temporarily unclear. This would be “resolved” with the establishment of the Treaty of Sèvres in 
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1920. Those present in London included: British Prime Minister, David Lloyd George; British 
Secretary of State, Earl George Curzon; French premier, Alexandre Millerand; Italian Prime 
Minister, Francesco Nitti; their secretaries and an interpreter; and on occasion, the Japanese 
ambassador and representatives from Greece, Belgium, and Romania (Wagner, 2004, p. 2).  
The leaders of the Allied powers minus President Woodrow Wilson who had returned back 
to the U.S., met again in 10 Downing Street in London on February 12, 1920 for a second round of 
discussions and negotiations in order to definitively decide the fate of the Ottoman Empire. All the 
other Allied leaders came to the table this time, fueled with territorial expansionist sentiments and 
with an eye on the Middle East‟s oil rich territories.  
The six principles that the larger powers of Great Britain, France, and Italy agreed to on 
February 14, 1920 were that:  
1. An independent Turkish state should be maintained in some form;  
 
2. International control should be established in the Dardanelles and Bosphorous;  
 
3. Turkey‟s military should be reduced or disbanded to prevent it from threatening the peace;  
 
4. The Allies were committed to establishing an independent Armenia;  
 
5. Syria, Mesopotamia (now known as Iraq), and Palestine (the territory now making up the 
nations of Israel and Jordan) should be separated from Turkey; and  
 
6. Christian minorities in Turkey should be protected. (Wagner, 2004, p. 4) 
  
These six principles however, raised numerous issues, the most central and pressing one 
being the existence of an independent Turkish state. Should such a political entity be allowed to 
exist?  As discussions continued (with no input from the defeated Ottomans), the following 
conditions were laid out.  
Turkey... must be expected to pay its war debts and reimburse the Allies for the expense of 
maintaining their troops on Turkish soil, to occupy its land and administer its people. Greece 
would be left to occupy the Turkish territories of Smyrna and western Anatolia for five 
years, at which point a vote would be held to determine whether the territories would 
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become a part of Greece. Constantinople and the Dardanelles would be placed under 
international control. Armenia would be given its independence. Kurdistan would be given 
autonomy. The Turkish army would be reduced to no more than 50,000 men. The Turkish 
navy and air force would be disbanded. The Turkish economy - particularly the ability to 
impose taxes - would be under British, French, and Italian supervision. (Wagner, 2004, p. 5-
6) 
 
The Treaty of Sèvres was eventually signed on August 10, 1920 between the Allies and the Ottoman 
Empire‟s representatives. The Treaty essentially allowed Great Britain, France, Greece, and Italy to 
occupy various expanses of Ottoman territories through their mandates, which would lead to the 
creation of “a patchwork of independent states, „zones of interest,‟ and mandated territories” 
(Wagner, 2004, p. 82).  
Noticeably absent from the geographic re-distribution among the super powers of that day 
was Russia. Although Russia had secretly claimed the waterways and Constantinople earlier during 
WWI, Russia received no share of the WWI mandates. It is possible that after WWI ended, the 
League of Nations was created, and the Peace Conference concluded, Russia was much more 
concerned with cleaning up the aftermath of its internal 1917 Revolutions (the February and 
October Revolution) than fulfilling its expansionist aspirations. However, note that the Treaty, 
which was finalized on August 10, 1920, between the Allies and Turkey was never ratified, although 
it would serve as a model for the Treaty of Lausanne, which would be signed three years later.3  
Wagner (2004) argues that the problem with how the Middle East was divided lies in the 
superficial and self-interested nature of the divisions. She writes “When boundaries are created 
artificially and are simply lines drawn on a map by outsiders with little knowledge of the people or 
the terrain that they are separating, conflict is inevitable” (p. 9). Table four reflects the divisions of 
lands proposed in the Treaty of Sèvres. 
                                                        
3 Despite its lack of ratification and later replacement by the Treaty of Lausanne, the Treaty of 
Sèvres is still important because of its geo-political implications for the Middle East and the 
significance this would place in contemporary geo-politics.   
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Table 4 
Distribution of the Ottoman Empire According to the Treaty of Sèvres (1920)  
 
Allied Country 
 
Geographical Allocation 
Turkey Retained Constantinople (soon after renamed to Istanbul); Bosphorous; and the 
Dardenelles; Also had to relinquish control of Egypt, Sudan, Libya, Tunis, 
Morocco, Mesopotamia, and Palestine 
 
Greece Thrace; Imbros and Tenedos islands (Aegean) 
 
Italy Dodecanese islands; Rhodes 
 
Armenia Given freedom by Turkey 
 
Kurdistan Given autonomy by Turkey 
 
 
Not all those watching the political negotiations were supportive of how the Ottoman 
Empire was being partitioned. When British Foreign Secretary, Arthur James Balfour response was 
one of anger, saying “I have three all-powerful, all-ignorant men sitting there and partitioning 
continents with only a child to take notes for them.” He subsequently sent a strong memorandum to 
Lloyd George saying how dangerous this course of action would be (MacMillan, 2003, p. 435). 
Wagner (2004) comments that “[I]t is in this, then, that the greatest fault of the Treaty of Sèvres is 
found. The borders that it drew, the artificial boundaries that it drafted, were placed for the benefit 
of the Allies and to humiliate and subjugate the Ottoman Empire” (p. 88). Wagner argues that the 
main reasons for dividing up the Ottoman Empire were two-fold, to (a) expand the colonial reach of 
the Allied countries particularly into the Middle East and North Africa and (b) essentially put the last 
of the imperial empires into a subservient position in global politics.  
However, there was also arguably a third reason. The post-WWI commitment of the Allied 
countries to ideas of self-determination and sovereignty reflected in the fifth of Wilson‟s Fourteen 
Points also informed the demarcation of borders particularly in the Balkans and parts of Eastern and 
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Southeastern Europe.4 Looking at the Turkish case then, it is notable that there is no one underlying 
or all-encompassing ideology that informed this major reconfiguration of national borders, 
governments, punitive measures, but that the reality was a complex mixture of motivations and the 
result was the establishment of a number of “new” nation-states, e.g., Bulgaria, Armenia, Yugoslavia, 
along with the contemporary Middle East.  
Thus, the Ottoman Empire was divided up and Turkey‟s greatly diminished borders 
delineated. Sonyal (1975) writes that “[A]s soon as the peace terms were announced in Ankara and 
Istanbul, an extreme depression fell all over Turkey. This „death warrant‟ of the Ottoman Empire 
created bitter repercussions...” (p.79). Consequently, the harsh conditions of the Treaty in fact, had 
the opposite effect that the Allies intended; instead of humiliating and downsizing the Turkish state 
into a political non-entity, it challenged some to the new cause of saving the Turkish state from 
extinction. 
 
Greco-Turkish War (1919-1921) 
As the Sèvres Treaty negotiations were taking place, thousands of miles away the Greco-
Turkish War was underway. As part the agreements negotiated before the end of WWI, Greece was 
preemptively given permission to occupy Izmir (Smyrna), which resulted in an influx of Greek 
troops into the city on May 14, 1919, with Great Britain and France‟s blessings. To be sure, Great 
Britain and France were not so concerned with the presence of Greece in Turkey as much as they 
were with keeping Italy out of that region. This permitted occupation not only re-awakened a long 
                                                        
4 The fifth of Wilson‟s Fourteen Points stated 
 
A free, open-minded, and absolutely impartial adjustment of all colonial claims, based upon a 
strict observance of the principle that in determining all such questions of sovereignty the 
interests of the populations concerned must have equal weight with the equitable claims of 
the government whose title is to be determined. 
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history of hostilities between Turkey and Greece in that region, it also ultimately became the rallying 
cry for Turkish nationalism (Sonyal, 1975).  
However, as previously mentioned, the Treaty of Sèvres was signed but never ratified. 
Although the beaten Turkish imperial government in Istanbul was ready to ratify it, the emergent 
Turkish nationalists were not. While the discussions were taking place, the Turkish nationalists were 
rallying the people and beginning to push back Greek forces in the region. Shotwell and Deak (1940) 
observe that it was this momentum that eventually “developed the nationalist movement and, 
ultimately, a reborn Turkey sufficiently strong to challenge successfully the authority of the Allies 
and to overthrow the ignominious peace settlement which the Allies intended to impose on the „sick 
man of Europe‟” (p. 170). 
By April 1920, a new government had been created and established in Ankara, the Turkish 
Grand National Assembly (Türkiye Büyuk Millet Meclisi (TBMM)) was established, and on April 23, 
1920, and a new president was elected by TBMM, Mustafa Kemal Atatürk. This new government 
broke from the Sultanate and the old government. It recognized that Syria, Palestine, the Arabia 
peninsula, and Mesopotamia were losses.   
Note that this political event took place less than one month after the Treaty of Sèvres was 
signed (Easum, 1952; MacMillan, 2003; Sonyal, 1975). At this point, France and Italy were willing to 
deal separately with Atatürk‟s government, but Greece and Great Britain, countries with notably 
more invested in their mandates, still wanted to adhere to the stipulations of the Treaty of Sèvres.  
Figure four provides a general overview of the events leading up to and surrounding the 
establishment of the Turkish Republic.  
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Figure 4. Timeline of the establishment of the Turkish Republic. 
 
The Lausanne Treaty (1923) 
Between 1920-1922, the tide dramatically shifted for Turkey. Sonyal (1975) lists out the 
circumstantial changes in the region,  
The fall from power of Damad Ferid and Venizelos, the failure of the Ismet Pasha‟s Mission 
to Anatolia, the new Turko-Russian overtures for a possible alliance, the Nationalists‟ 
crushing victory over Armenia, their heavy blow to the French in Cilicia, their repression of 
the irregular bands following the defeat of Ethem, the Circassian, and their first victory over 
the Greeks at the first battle of Inönü, convinced the Entente Powers... of the need to 
review their policy with regard to the Treaty of Sèvres and to the Turkish Nationalist 
Movement. (p.91)  
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After the nationalists took back the city of Izmir (Smyrna) from the Greeks in September 
1922 and undermining the military strength and authority of the Sultanate government, the 
international community was ready to negotiate with Atatürk and his newly formed cabinet. The 
signing of the Armistice of Mudanya with British forces on October 11, 1922 not surprisingly called 
for a renegotiation of the terms of the Treaty of Sèvres. This led to the peace conference 
(November 20, 1922) that would eventually produce the Lausanne Treaty. This time, however, 
Turkey came to the table as a victorious negotiator instead of as a humiliated loser. The Lausanne 
Treaty, which was signed on July 24, 1923, resulted in the reinstatement of Turkey at the 
international negotiating table and was proof that it was capable engaging the Allies. 
Present at these renegotiation meeting were a few that had participated in the 1919 Paris 
Peace Conference or in the development of the Treaty of Sèvres. Those present included: Lord 
Curzon (UK), Henri Poincaré (France), Eleftherios Venizelos (Greece), Alexander Stamboliski 
(Bulgaria), and Georgi Chicherin (Soviet Union). Representing Turkey was Inönü Ismet, a trusted 
general of Atatürk, later the second president of Turkey. Table five lists the distribution of land 
according to the Lausanne Treaty. And as seen in the table, the geographical distribution in the 
Lausanne Treaty was different from the Treaties of Versailles, Trianon, St. Germain, Neuilly, and 
Sèvres, which were all products of the 1919 Paris Peace Conference. 
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Table 5 
Territorial Distribution According to the Treaty of Lausanne (1923) 
 
 
Allied Country 
 
Geographical Allocation 
Turkey Retained Constantinople (soon after renamed to Istanbul); Bosphorous; and 
the Dardenelles; Regained Adalia, Cilicia, Smyrna, and Eastern Thrace up to 
the Marisa River; Still had to relinquish control of Egypt, Sudan, Libya, Tunis, 
Morocco, Mesopotamia, and Palestine. 
 
Greece Thrace 
 
Italy Dodecanese islands 
 
Armenia Given freedom by Turkey 
 
Great Britain Cyprus 
  
 
About the Lausanne Treaty, MacMillan (2003) observes that “Very little remained of the 
Sèvres terms. There was no mention of an independent Armenia or Kurdistan and, although Curzon 
tried to add clauses to the new treaty giving protection to minorities, the Turks refuse on the 
grounds of sovereignty” (p. 453). The implications of this will be further developed in the following 
section.  
 
The Formation of a Turkish Civic Identity  
 Emerging out of the Paris Peace Conference in 1919, the post-WWI period saw the first 
modern introduction of the notion of universal rights in the form of the Minority Treaties. The 
aforementioned Minority Treaties, also referenced to as the “Treaties on the Protections of National 
Minorities”, were meted out to the defeated Entente power countries. And on of the most notable 
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feature of the Minority Treaties was the protection of religious and minority rights which were 
established in them.5  
 The League of Nations established the Committee on New States and for the Protection of 
Minorities, which would review and propose protection in cases where nation-states were accused of 
violating the rights of their minority constituents. By creating an international checks and balances, 
the intention was that minorities and other marginalized people should no longer be at the whim of 
exploitative political regimes. Based on these Treaties, minorities were divided into two categories, 
(a) autochthonous (recent immigrant minorities) and (b) autonomous (historical, national, or 
territorial minorities). Note that these distinctions were not new to the Minority Treaties but were 
distinctions that were made in preceding pieces of legislation, i.e., the Law on Nationalities issued by 
the Austrian-Hungarian Empire.  
Even though the language of the Minorities Treaties purported to protect the rights of all 
religious, linguistic, ethno-racial groups, the Allies had intended this to apply to autochthonous or 
“national minorities,” minorities that were bona fide citizens of the countries where they were 
seeking non-discriminatory treatment. This was mainly because until then, minorities were 
distinguished through the granting of citizenship. Meaning, “historically, recovation or denial of legal 
nationality had often been a tactical preliminary to deprivation of rights, and that the operative 
provisions of the instruments applied only to those members of minorities who were nationals of 
                                                        
5 The Minority Treaties are not the first example of governmental engagement in language and 
cultural rights issues. In 1867, the Parliament of the Austrian-Hungarian Empire 1867 passed a Law 
on Nationalities (Act Number: XLIV, 1868). And article 19 states that  
 
All races of the empire have equal rights, and every race has an inviolable right to the 
preservation and use of its own nationality and language. The equality of all customary 
languages (landesübliche Sprache) in school, office and public life, is recognized by the state. In 
those territories in which several races dwell, the public and educational institutions are to be 
so arranged that, without applying compulsion to learn a second country language 
(Landessprache), each of the races receives the necessary means of education in its own 
language.  
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the states they were in” (Claude, 1955, p. 17). The challenge with the Minority Treaties was that 
there were no substantive punitive measures that the international community could take that did 
not inherently violate the accused nation-state‟s sovereignty. This fundamental issue came to fore 
when Adolf Hitler attacked Poland in the name of injustices carried out against a German minority 
population there eventually leading to World War II (WWII).  
However, in the Treaty of Lausanne, “minorities” are limited to primarily non-Muslim 
groups as recognized as minorities in Turkey (which is strikingly an Ottoman-esque framework). 
Article 39 of the Treaty states that 
No restrictions shall be imposed on the free use by any Turkish national of any language in 
private intercourse, in commerce, religion, in the press, or in publications of any kind of at 
public meetings. Notwithstanding the existence of the official language, adequate facilities 
shall be given to Turkish nationals of non-Turkish speech for the oral use of their own 
language before the Courts. 
 
Article 40 states that non-Muslim Turkish groups have  
equal rights to establish, manage and control any charitable, religious and social institutions, 
any schools and other establishments for instruction and education, with the right to use 
their own language and to exercise their own religion freely therein… at their own expense. 
 
And Article 41 adds 
As regards public instruction, the Turkish Government will grant in those towns and 
districts, where a considerable proportion of non Moslem nationals are resident, adequate 
facilities for ensuring that in the primary schools the instruction shall be given to the 
children of such Turkish nationals through the medium of their own language. This 
provision will not prevent the Turkish Government from making the teaching of the 
Turkish language obligatory in the said schools.  
 
However, while the Turkish government often makes reference to articles 39 and 40, it has 
pursued a more non-discriminatory rather than promotion-oriented approach to article 41. Since the 
Treaty of Lausanne is how minorities are defined other criteria are not applied; thus, minority 
languages are not officially recognized by the Turkish government. Non-Turkish languages are 
simply referred to as “non-official” languages and are “different languages and dialects used 
traditionally by Turkish citizens in their daily lives” (Virtanen, 2003, p. 20). To date, the Turkish 
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government does not recognize “minority languages”. The government has consistently applied this 
definition of minorities as per the Treaty in subsequent international treaties delineating conditions 
for national minorities, e.g., the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1949), the European 
Convention on Human Rights (1950), the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural 
Rights and the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (1966).  
Since the only recognized minorities are non-Muslim minorities, according to the conditions 
as laid out in the Lausanne Treaty (1923), they are the only ones specifically entitled to a broad set of 
rights, which included the right to use whatever language they wished in private and adequate 
linguistic support in court (article 39), the right to establish a wide range of functional institutions 
(i.e., schools, religious institutions, etc.) for educational purposes (Article 40), and mother tongue 
primary school education where numbers warranted (article 41).  
Baskin Oran (2007) writes “The official position of Turkey on minority rights can be viewed 
by dividing it into two aspects: (a) in the Lausanne Treaty, the term „non-Muslims‟ is used to replace 
the minority criteria prevalent at the time; and (b) the international rights recognized by international 
organizations are granted only to non-Muslims” (p.36). He goes on to point out that “according to 
the provisions of the Lausanne Treaty, it is legally correct for Turkey to consider only non-Muslims as 
minorities. This legal inference also corresponds to the general conviction in Turkey that only non-
Muslims should be considered minority” (p.37).   
However, while non-Turkish Muslims were considered full-fledged members of Turkish 
society, despite the Lausanne criteria non-Muslim groups continued to be marginalized. İçduygu et 
al. (2001) points out that although these other Muslim groups were accepted,  
non-Muslim groups (Greeks, Armenians, and Jews) were called Turk only in respect of 
citizenship but not of nationality; in terms of defining nationality they were seen as outsiders 
whether or not of Turkish origin, for they were not Muslim. This shows that in determining 
the nature of Turkish nationality… religion appeared as a significant element together with 
ethnicity. (p. 195)  
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Post World War II. After WWII, the dissolution of the League of Nations, and the 
establishment of the United Nations (UN), the UN passed the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights (UNDHR) on December 10, 1948. Absent in the UNDHR was any mention of collective, 
minority rights, and a focus on individual human rights. Thus, the UNDHR states that it reaffirms 
“faith in fundamental human rights, and dignity and worth of the human person.” Article two of the 
UNDHR states that  
Everyone is entitled to all the rights and freedoms set forth in this Declaration, without 
distinction of any kind, such as race, colour, sex, language, religion, political or other 
opinion, national or social origin, property, birth or other status. Furthermore, no distinction 
shall be made on the basis of the political, jurisdictional or international status of the country 
or territory to which a person belongs, whether it be independent, trust, non-self-governing 
or under any other limitation of sovereignty. 
 
Though the UNDHR is not a legally binding document, it has shaped a number of 
international agreements that have been written since then, including the International Covenant on 
Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) (UN, 1966) and the International Covenant on Economic, Social 
and Cultural Rights (ICESCR), which were both signed on December 16, 1966 and came into force 
in 1976. Where the ICCPR focused on civil and political rights, the ICESCR was to focus on 
economic, social and cultural rights. Similar to ICCPR, article 2.2 of the ICESCR states that 
signatories commit to “undertake to guarantee that the rights enunciated in the present Covenant 
will be exercised without discrimination of any kind as to race, colour, sex, language, religion, 
political or other opinion, national or social origin, property, birth or other status.” In addition to 
these UN documents, there has also been the development of the European Charter for Regional 
and Minority Languages (European Bureau for Lesser-Used Languages, 1992), the Framework 
Convention for the Protection of National Minorities (Council of Europe, 1995), and the Universal 
Declaration of Linguistic Rights (1996).  
While these treaties and agreements may not have enforceable or punitive power, any study 
looking at policy development needs to somehow take into account the impact of this increasing 
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multi-lateral policy dynamic. As Stephen Ball (2008) points out “Policies are „made‟ in response to 
globalization and those responses are variously driven or influenced by their take-up of 
supranational agencies, the policy work of intellectual and practical policy „fads‟ and the resulting 
„flow‟ of policies between countries” (p.25). Moreover, the categorization of peoples into 
minority/majority and historical/recent dichotomies further delineated the internal social 
taxonomies that were emerging in nation-states established post WWI.  
 
The Shaping of the Population  
 The post-WWI period established the Turkish Republic‟s geographical borders and political 
legitimacy as a recognized nation-state and member of the international community. As the external 
aspects of its nation-statehood was being negotiated, Turkey was also engaging in what Murat 
Yiiksel (2008) refers to as feats of “demographic engineering,” through League of Nations 
sanctioned population exchanges. The Turkish government (consistent with policies under the 
Ottoman regime) forced population exchanges to ensure the formation of a more homogenous and 
primarily Muslim population. For example, uprooting and relocating 1.3 million to two million 
Greeks and Bulgarians significantly impacted communities, particularly keeping in mind that this is 
following WWI and the more regional, Greco-Turkish War (1919-1922).   
The Armenians. One of the most controversial and contested periods in 20th century 
Turkish history was the Armenian March or according to others, the Armenian Genocide. The 
Armenians were referred to as the “loyal millet” (millet-ı sadıka) because as a whole, they had never 
rebelled against the Ottoman Empire. This began changing during the Tanzimat period (mid-19th 
century), when the Armenians began petitioning the Ottoman government for better treatment.  
This eventually resulted in the Armenians looking more and more to Russia to the East as 
their potential protector and benefactor. From 1894-1896, Armenian populations throughout the 
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Empire began experiencing increasing discrimination, exploitation, and eventually what violent 
outbreaks later called the Hamidian massacres in reference to Sultan Hamid II‟s special security 
forces that executed these massacres.  
During WWI and under Mehmed Talat Paşa‟s rule, the Armenians continued to experience 
varying degrees of persecution, which culminated in the controversial deportation of anyone who 
was a threat to national security per the “Temporary Law of Deportation (Tehjir Kanonu, May 29, 
1915). This law was subsequently followed by the “Temporary Law on Expropriation and 
Confiscation” or the “Law Concerning Property, Departments, and Assets Left Behind by Deported 
Persons.” This then allowed the Ottoman government to take possession of all subsequently 
“abandoned” Armenian goods and properties. This led to the deportation of Armenians throughout 
the Ottoman Empire on foot to a number of concentration camps. Armenians died of crime, 
dehydration, fatigue, malnourishment, and harsh weather conditions, to name some of the difficult 
extenuating circumstances in transport. It is estimated that between 600,000 and 1.5 million 
Armenians died between 1914 and 1918. Although this took place under the Ottoman 
administration, its political and social psychological effects have extended into the Republican era. 
The Armenian experience remains, to date, one of Turkey‟s most contested and controversial events 
in its history since the actual Turkish Republic was established a few years later and the burden of 
responsibility for this has been contested. 
The Greek displacement. In addition to the Armenian forced population movement, there 
were both earlier and later accounts of Greek population movement. In his memoirs, Henry 
Morgenthau, the United States ambassador to the Ottoman Empire between 1913 and 1916, 
describes the first of the population moves, writing that “Everywhere the Greeks were gathered in 
groups and, under the so-called protection of Turkish gendarmes, they were transported, the larger 
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part on foot, into the interior. Just how many were scattered in this fashion is not definitely known, 
the estimates varying anywhere from 200,000 up to 1,000,000” (Morgenthau, 1919). 
 In an official document to the Prefect of Izmir (Smyrna), Talaat Bey, then Minister of the 
Interior, wrote  
The Greeks, who are Ottoman subjects, and form the majority of inhabitants in your district, 
take advantage of the circumstances in order to provoke a revolutionary current, favourable 
to the intervention of the Great Powers. Consequently, it is urgently necessary that the 
Greeks occupying the coastline of Asia Minor be compelled to evacuate their villages and 
install themselves in the vilayets of Erzerum and Chaldea. If they should refuse to be 
transported to the appointed places, kindly give instructions to our Moslem brothers, so that 
they shall induce the Greeks, through excesses of all sorts, to leave their native places of 
their own accord. Do not forget to obtain, in such cases, from the emigrants certificates 
stating that they leave their homes on their own initiative, so that we shall not have political 
complications ensuing from their displacement. (May 14, 1914)  
 
Although the intention of displacing people changed, this practice extended over to the Turkish 
government. These types of population exchanges exemplified the physical transformation through 
the transportation and exchange of people that did or did not fit the mold of what constituted civic 
Turkishness.  
The most notable population exchange was the one involving Orthodox Christian Greeks. 
On January 30, 1923, Greece and Turkey signed the “Convention Concerning the Exchange of 
Greek and Turkish Populations” at Lausanne, Switzerland. This process involved exchanging and 
repatriating approximately 1.25 million Turkish Greeks and a less certain number of Greek Turks 
between 1923 and 1930. Although this seemed like it was more of a nationalistic move, Bernard 
Lewis (2002) points out that it was probably less nationalistic and more about religion (p. 354). He 
writes that the exchange was essentially “one of Greek Orthodox Christians for Ottoman Muslims” 
(p. 354).  
Other population exchanges. Additionally, between 1923 and 1980, Peter Andrews (1989) 
estimates that 488,000 people from Bulgaria, 303,000 from the former Yugoslavia, and 122,000 from 
Romania were repatriated back to Turkey, either through immigration or deportation. There is also 
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the issue northern Cyprus. Cyprus was historically populated by both Greeks and Turks, with the 
Turkish Cypriot community located in primarily in the north. In 1974, the Turkish military carried 
out a military intervention to prevent the island from being annexed as part of Greece. The Turkish 
military‟s presence on the island has led to a militarized line being drawn across the approximate 
middle of the island. As part of this process, approximately 200,000 Cypriot Greeks who lived on 
the northern part of the island, were forced to flee to the south and 50,000 Turkish Cypriots to the 
north. And since then, Turkey has maintained a military presence, supporting the de facto Turkish 
Republic of Northern Cyprus government, which was established in 1983, after failed negotiations 
between the two sides of the island. This includes approximately 30-40,000 troops of Turkish 
military. According to the Cypriot government, it is thought that the total population in the north is 
approximately 200,000, of which 80-90,000 are Turkish Cypriots and 109,000-120,000 are Turkish 
settlers (Freedom House, 2006). To date, this de facto government is acknowledged only by the 
Turkish Republic; the international community does not recognize this state as separate from the 
Cypriot government.  
 
Concluding Thoughts  
Claude (1955) argues the “general pattern of rights established by the treaties and 
declarations provided no definite answer to the question whether minority groups, as collective 
entities, possessed rights which it was the function of the League system to safeguard.” He goes on 
to write that “It was generally held that to recognize minorities per se would have been inconsistent 
with the concept of sovereignty, as such a step conjured up ideas of „a state within a state‟” (p.19). 
The issue of minority rights was conceptually and pragmatically contradictory, mainly in the fact that 
the principles of self-determination and minority rights inherently challenged national sovereignty, as 
expressed by the skepticism of British officials. Fink (2004) notes that “Wilson‟s desire for a global 
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solution to the minorities question through the new League of Nations had elicited skepticism from 
his advisors who asked for more specifics” (p. 154). According to meeting notes, British officials in 
fact said that, while  
[T]he purpose is beneficent, but... general treatment is impossible. Doubtless equal religious 
and cultural privileges should be accorded in all cases, but it is impossible to suppose that all 
racial minorities can be entitled, for example, to have their languages used in official records. 
In the case of several small minorities in one country, this would be impracticable even 
locally. (Miller, Covenant, p. 91) 
 
The impact of fleeting promise of Sèvres and the perceived destruction of hope of Lausanne 
for Turkey‟s minorities is mixed. Although Turkey‟s official statements towards minorities is that all 
Turkish citizens are treated equally, but as the Freedom House report on Turkey states, “… its 
unwillingness to acknowledge minority differences results in de facto unequal treatment under the 
law” (Freedom House, 2008). 
Thus Turkey, along with a number of newly formed states during the 20th century, provides 
insight into the context specific ways, nations “becomes nations.” The most obvious implication of 
the Treaty of Lausanne was the negotiation of what would become Turkey‟s geo-political 
boundaries. Joel Migdal (2004) writes that “[S]tate borders thus are intended to mark both the limits 
of the state as an institutional complex and the limits of the primary community of belonging, the 
nation” (p. 16). But once the borders were established, as mentioned in the previous section, the 
task at hand was how to create a sustainable state, which would require a systematic infrastructure 
reformation.  
Now that the political borders of the new Republic were set and the governing bodies 
recognized by the international community, the question looming before Atatürk and his supporters 
was this: What was the Turkish Republic to be? Or restated, what would be the defining qualities of 
the Turkish nation-state? The next task for Atatürk then was to unite the diverse remnants of the 
Ottoman Empire within Turkey‟s newly established boundaries under a cohesive, civic Turkish 
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identity. Moreover, Atatürk knew that in order to create a sustainable “system”, his government 
needed to supplement legislative action with both policy and institutional reforms. In this way, an 
examination of the Turkish Republic‟s census data provides glimpses into how “successfully” the 
Turkish government was in its endeavor to create this civic Turkish identity, and the 
institutionalization of this identity, resulting in a sustained reproduction of such an identity.  
Yet, change does not occur in a vacuum, nor are nation-states built from scratch. Atatürk 
was building on the existing socio-historical experience of the Ottoman Empire and so, although a 
number of his reforms are attributed as being revolutionary, in many cases, change was much more 
gradual. And it is the slow change that is reflected in the Turkish census data, particularly as it 
pertains to sensitive areas like language, education, and religion that the next few chapters will 
examine.  
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Chapter Four 
Language and the Formation of the Turkish Republic 
As an individual, Atatürk often praised the Turkish language, saying things like,  
The Turkish language is one of the most beautiful, rich and easy languages in the world. 
Therefore, every Turk loves his language and makes an effort to elevate its status. The 
Turkish language is also a sacred treasure for the Turkish nation because the Turkish nation 
knows that its moral values, customs, memories, interests, in short everything that makes it a 
nation was preserved through its language despite the endless catastrophes it has 
experienced. (Sekizinci Beş Yıllık Kalkınma Planı, Türk Dili OIK Raporu, p. 4; cited in Virtanen, 
2003, p. 13)    
 
As a new language, it would “be a device to spread culture among the people. It should be a 
language through which the flow of thought and idea from above is possible in order to publicize 
and inculcate culture” (Çolak, 2004, p. 68). Çolak (2004) notes that it was believed that “language 
could be reformed in accordance with a politically designed plan and thus used as an effective tool 
to rename and reshape the social and political order.” 
This view of language as an integral component of the matrix of identifiers constituting a 
civic identity is not isolated to Turkey but reflects the dominant attitude of Western governments 
towards the symbolic and substantive value of language in the unquestioned (and pragmatic) 
approach of nation-state building the 19th and 20th centuries. In the Turkish case, its long-standing 
relationship with France had influenced its ideological underpinnings, i.e., the belief that the civic 
state was legitimized by the notion of a political nation, which was based on the idea of a common 
and indivisible public identity, including a national, common language (Göçek, 1987). Thus, because 
language was viewed more from a utilization and utilitarian perspective and presented as a tool more 
than a symbol or representation of power, the focus of the language planning implementation was 
on corpus building and acquisition. 
After providing the conceptual framework in chapter two, the socio-historical context in 
chapters three, this chapter explores the habitus within which Turkish language policies were 
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formulated. From the research questions, this chapter aims to: (a) how the distribution of people 
belonging to different ethnolinguistic populations shifted from between 1927 and 1965, and (b) 
examine the link between geo-spatial locales and these different ethnolinguistic populations. After 
providing the historical background of the development of the role of the Turkish language in 
relation to the formation of the Republic, this chapter examines the language data published by the 
Turkish Statistics Institute (TÜİK).   
 
Historical Background  
Today, Turkish is the official language of the Turkish nation-state and is spoken by 90% of 
the population (approximately 45 million people). It is part of the larger Turkic language family, 
which some linguists believe to be a part of the broader Ural-Altaic language family, which stretches 
across from the Koreas and Japan to Hungary. 
 While it is not clear where the writing language descended from, according to Jaklin Kornfilt 
(1987), the “first Anatolian Turkish documents date from the thirteenth century” and the Antatolian 
Turkish tribes that adopted the script tenuously influenced by the literary tradition of Central Asia 
but upon settling in Anatolia (currently southwestern Turkey) were heavily influenced by Persian and 
Arabic in both spoken and written language. This is probably due to the fact that both Persian and 
Arabic as languages had more social capital, due to their status because of their literary and religious 
traditions in the neighboring Muslim countries. But from the beginning of the Anatolian period (ca. 
13th century A.D.) the Turkish language adopted Arabic script. However, Uighur script was also used 
by Anatolian Turks up until 15th century A.D., which might explain “some features of the Arabic 
script as used by the Turks of that period and which differ from standard Arabic usage, e.g., vowels 
are written out in Turkish words (as opposed to in standard Arabic)” (Kornfilt, 1987, p. 621).  
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Atatürk felt both symbolically and practically, that language was a key to Turkey’s 
Westernization and modernization process; at the same time, he felt that through elevating the 
Turkish language to national language status, Turkey was resisting the West. Özerdim (records him 
saying that “The Turkish nation, which has proved its ability to defend its country and its full 
independence, should also free its language from the yoke of foreign languages” (p. 108, cited in 
Mango, 1999, p. 494). This reflects the way in which language cane simultaneously be a symbol of 
Western resistance and membership.  
Before further elaborating on Atatürk’s usage of language to further the Turkish nation-state 
project, a brief historical perspective on language discussions leading up to the Turkish language 
reforms in the 1920s and 1930s. 
Before Atatürk. But even before the establishment of the Turkish nation-state and 
Atatürk’s focus on language (and subsequently education), language had historically been a constant 
topic of discussion during the Ottoman Empire. Particularly from the mid-19th century onward, 
there was an increased awareness that although the Ottomans were not in the state-building 
business, there was a need for a common unifying denominator (Lewis, 2002; Mango, 1999). For the 
Ottomans, this could not be gained through a cultural assimilation approach, as there were too many 
different ethnic, religious and linguistic groups in the Empire, but there was increasing discussion 
regarding language simplification.  
However, there were several formidable obstacles to this. The Turkish language itself at the 
time was a mix of Persian, Arabic, Ottoman Turkish, and a number of regional dialects. Previous 
reforms tried to establish a common Turkish language for everyone to use, both elite and 
commoner. This “new” language was then instituted and used in legal, education and administrative 
arenas. Additionally, there was an attempt to simplify the script, which, at the time was basically 
Arabic script with the addition of Persian vowels (since Arabic did not have any markings for 
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vowels). However, in contrast to Atatürk’s 1928 script reform with its philosophical and political 
appeal to the creation of a secular state, within the Ottoman (and underlyingly religious) system, the 
script issue was a very divisive one. What the Tanzimat reforms were able to accomplish was a 
moratorium on borrowing (or coining) of new terms from Arabic and Persian and simplifying legal 
and administrative language (Perry, 1985, p. 296).  
In the later years of the Empire, Turkish was made its official language (Article 18, 
Constitution, 1876). This article stated that “A prerequisite for Ottoman subjects’ employment in 
State service is that they know Turkish, which is the official language of the State” (cited in Lewis, 
2002, p. 16). However, this article was limited to civil employment; there was no agreement 
regarding the language for the entire Ottoman nation to rally around. The Second Constitution 
(Ikinci Meşrutiyet) also instituted the following: (a) compulsory Turkish in all primary schools, 
(b) compulsory Turkish in secondary schools alongside with regional language electives, (c) private 
schools under the auspices of the government, and (d) the language of the court as Turkish 
(Virtanen, 2003, p. 7).     
The Second Constitution also simplified print language (although print was still in Arabic 
script). But the ultimate aim of the Second Constitution was to build or create a new language (yeni 
lisan) by standardizing the vernacular, with a focus on people who lived in Istanbul at the time. In 
1909, the Turkish Club (Türk Dergeği) was established and started calling for a simpler Turkish 
through a journal publication (Kornfilt, 1987, p. 622). This pursuit for language simplification was 
continued by a group called the Genç Kalemler, a group of writers and poets who wanted the masses 
to be able to read the great works (1910-1911). This was a trend that would continue through 
Atatürk’s language reforms.    
Although official data regarding language speakers pre-Turkish Republic was not found 
among the census documents, information regarding religious minorities is published by the 
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Ottoman Statistical Institution (Türkiye Cumhuriyeti Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü) (1997). 
This is probably because under the Ottoman regime people were organized by religious affiliations. 
Language was not considered an important part of an “Ottoman” identity until the later nationalist 
turn of the Ottoman Empire. But a number of populations had long histories of thriving printing 
presses and language literacy, due to a variety of mother tongue languages being taught in their 
schools. For this reason, religion was used here as a loose proxy for language pre-1923 (table six).  
Table 6 
Religious Communities in the Ottoman Empire (1885, 1897, 1914)  
 
Religious/ethnic 
community 
 
1885 
(Total) 
 
1885 
(%)  
 
1897 
(Total) 
 
1897 
(%) 
 
1914 
(Total) 
 
1914 
(%) 
Armenian Catholic  -   -   67,838 0.4 
Armenian Gregorian  988,887 5.7 1,042,374 5.5 1,162,169 6.3 
Bulgarian  818,962 4.7 830,189 4.4 - 
 
European/Frenk  235690 1.4 - 
 
- 
 
Greek Catholic  - 
 
- 
 
62,468 0.3 
Greek Orthodox  2,329,776 13.4 2,569,912 13.5 1,729,738 9.3 
Greek/Armenian Catholic  150,166 0.9 120,479 0.6 - 
 
Jewish  184,139 1.1 215,425 1.1 187,073 1 
Maronite  -   32,426 0.2 47,406 0.3 
Muslim  12,585,950 72.4 14,111,943 74.3 15,044,846 81.2 
Protestant  36,229 0.2 44,360 0.2 65,844 0.4 
Roman Catholic/Latin  18,240 0.1 22,335 0.1 24,845 0.1 
Total  
 
17,375,225 
 
100 
 
18,989,443 
 
100 
 
18,520,016 
 
99.3 
 
Note. Adapted from Osmanlı Devleti’nin ilk istatistik yıllığı [The first statistical yearbook of the Ottoman 
Empire], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1997.  
 
The religious diversity that existed within the later years of the Ottoman Empire is 
interesting; however, this earlier taxonomic exercise reflecting the tension inherent when 
categorizing people into a matrix of discrete, singular categories. Note that in table six, there is a 
conflation of religion and ethnic affiliation. There is a breakout between historically Judeo-Christian 
groups (i.e., Protestant, Orthodox, Maronite, Roman Catholic, Jewish). Then there are national (or 
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regional) identifications (i.e., Bulgarian, European). Notably, all Muslims are categorized as Muslims 
despite the presence of Alevis, Shiites, and Sufis, with different religion books, traditions, etc. This 
recording practice of conflating all Muslims into one category continued into the Republican years 
and is justified by the belief that all Muslims (regardless of sect) are part of the larger body (Umma). 
Since branch of Islam that was most frequently taught in schools and practiced in Turkey was Sunni 
Islam, this type of conflation can be seen as problematic as sects (or schools) of Islam greatly vary 
from each other. This has led to discriminatory practices against non-Sunni Muslims (i.e., Shiites and 
Alevis). This distinction and alleged discrimination is not reflected in any literature since all Muslims 
are aggregated together, a recording and reporting issue that continues through the 1965 census.  
Note the relatively stable percentages between 1885 and 1914, except for the Greeks and 
Muslim populations in 1914. From 1897 to 1914 the total Greek population (including Catholics, 
Orthodox Christians, and Armenians) dropped from 14.1% to 10.2%. This approximate 4% drop 
was different from changes within other groups. This drop may be due to what the International 
Association of Genocide Scholars (2007) has declared that genocide was carried out against its 
Christian minorities between 1914 and 1923. The president of the IAGS stated that 
It is believed that in Turkey between 1913 and 1922, under the successive regimes of the 
Young Turks and of Mustafa Kemal (Ataturk), more than 3.5 million Armenian, Assyrian 
and Greek Christians were massacred in a state-organized and state-sponsored campaign of 
destruction and genocide, aiming at wiping out from the emerging Turkish Republic its 
native Christian populations. This Christian Holocaust is viewed as the precursor to the 
Jewish Holocaust in WWII. To this day, the Turkish government ostensibly denies having 
committed this genocide. (IAGS, 2007) 
 
Possibly relatedly in the summer of 1914, an undisclosed number of Greeks who had been 
conscripted into the army and were assigned to labor units died while building roads, excavating 
tunnels, etc. While the numbers vary, numbers ranging from tens of thousands to hundreds of 
thousands of men died.   
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What table six shows is that while seeing the broader aggregate categories is useful in 
understanding the larger demographic-scape of an empire or nation-state, there is no spatially 
significant component to the data. In one sense, the statistics report that on the day(s) the census 
was taken, there were 1,729,738 Greek Orthodox people who were counted, and that in 1914, this 
was 9.3% of the total population. The global (general) nature of this data does not provide much 
local analytic power or perspective.  
 In 1905, censuses were carried out and reported by administrative units, a practice that 
would be continued into the census-taking practices of the Turkish Republic 22 years later. Table 
seven lists similar re-aggregated religious-affiliation data across 34 provinces and reflecting seven 
religious affiliations, one other, and one foreigner category.  The percentages reflect the number of 
people belonging to that religious group/ethnicity within that province divided by the total 
membership within that group (e.g., number of Muslims in Adana/total number of Muslims) in 
order to understand the distribution of people throughout the country. Again in lieu of not having 
language data, religious/ethnic affiliation was used as a proxy to reflect historically-established 
linguistic diversity.  
Calculating this information is interesting because it reveals the overall distribution of 
various populations throughout the empire. For example, while Muslims are fairly evenly distributed 
throughout the Empire, there are more concentrated populations in areas that would become part of 
Western Turkey and the Black Sea area (see table seven). And because of the volume of detailed data 
that is publicly available, it is not only possible to calculate the dispersal of populations across 
administrative units, but also within each of the provinces. In table eight then, the census data was 
used to subsequently calculate the demographic-scape within provinces.    
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Table 7 
Religious Communities Located Throughout the Ottoman Empire by Province by Percentage (1905)  
 
 
Provinces 
 
Islam 
 
Greek 
 
Armenian 
 
Bulgarian 
 
Catholic 
 
Jewish 
 
Protestant 
 
Other 
 
Foreigner 
Adana 2.7 0.4 4.6  2.5 0 9 1.5  
Akdeniz Adaları 0.2 11.2 0  0.1 1.9 0 0 2.4 
Ankara 6.3 1.5 8.7  6.8 0.5 7.9 0.3 0 
Aydın 8.3 10.1 1.8 0 1.6 12.8 0.9 0 28.9 
Bağdat 1 0 0  0.6 5.4 0.1 0.3  
Basra 0.1 0 0  0.2 0.2    
Beyrut 2.9 1.8 0  13.2 3.2 4.1 19.2  
Biga 4.6 1.3 0.2 0.1 0 1.3 0.1  0.4 
Bitlis 1.2 0 8.7  3.7  3 2.4  
Çatalca 0.1 1.6 0.1 1  0.7  0.5 0.1 
Diyarbakır 2 0 4.2  6 0.5 6.8 16.8  
Edirne 3.8 12.1 2.5 15.6 0.5 9.4 0.4 2.9 0.3 
Elazığ 2.4 0 6.5  4.9  12.1 0.9 0 
Erzurum 3.4 0.2 10.6  4.9 0 3.8 0.2 0.1 
Halep 4.6 0.3 6.2  15 4.6 25 6.9 0.2 
Hüdavendigar 8.9 5.9 7.5 0.7 1.7 1.7 2.5 1.4 0.2 
İskodra 0.5 0.2 0  1.7     
İstanbul 2.3 5.6 5.8 0.4 8.8 18.9 2.6 1 65.4 
İstanbul Civarı 0.4 0.7 0.2      0 
İzmit 1.2 1.3 5  0.3 0.1 3.6 0 0.1 
Kastamonu 6.8 0.8 1  0 0 0 0.3 0.1 
Konya 7.1 3.1 1.5  0.1 0.1 1.6 0.4 0 
(continued) 
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Table 7 (continued)  
 
Provinces 
 
Islam 
 
Greek 
 
Armenian 
 
Bulgarian 
 
Catholic 
 
Jewish 
 
Protestant 
 
Other 
 
Foreigner 
Kosova 2.4 0.5 0 35.7 2.7 0.7 0.3   
Kudüs 1.2 0.6 0.1  5 3.1 1 0.1  
Manastır 2 10.1 0 25.8 0 2.2 0 6.7 0 
Musul 0.9 0 0  3.4 1.6 0.1 4  
Selanik 2.6 9.3 0.1 20.7 2 20.7 0.6 22 0.4 
Sivas 6 2.4 14  2.3 0.1 8.1 2 0 
Suriye 2.5 1.2 0  10.8 3.8 1.8 10.1 0 
Trablusgarp 2.7 0 0  0 5   0.1 
Trabzon 6.7 7.6 4.9  1 0 4.7 0 0.7 
Van 0.3 0 5.8  0.2    0 
Yanya 1.4 10.2 0  0.1 1.5   0.5 
Zor Sancağı 0.4 0 0  0.2 0  0.1  
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
 
Note. Adapted from Ottoman population, 1830-1914: Demographic and social characteristics (Turkish and Ottoman Studies), by K.H. Karpat, 1985.  
 
Table 8 
Religious Communities Located Throughout the Ottoman Empire Within Each Province by Percentage (1905)  
 
Provinces 
 
Islam 
 
Greek 
 
Armenian 
 
Bulgarian 
 
Catholic 
 
Jewish 
 
Protestant 
 
Other 
 
Foreigner 
 
Total * 
Adana 86.4 2.2 9.3 0 0.7 0 0.9 0.3 0 100 
Akdeniz Adaları 10.3 87 0 0 0 1.3 0 0 1.3 100 
Ankara 87.4 3.6 7.8 0 0.8 0.1 0.4 0 0 100 
Aydın 77.1 16.5 1.1 0 0.1 1.9 0 0 3.3 100 
           
 (continued) 
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Table 8 (continued) 
 
Provinces 
 
Islam 
 
Greek 
 
Armenian 
 
Bulgarian 
 
Catholic 
 
Jewish 
 
Protestant 
 
Other 
 
Foreigner 
 
Totala 
Bağdat 91.4 0 0.2 0 0.4 7.7 0 0.2 0 100 
Basra 92.1 0 0.4 0 3.3 4.3 0 0 0 100 
Beyrut 81.8 9.2 0 0 3.3 1.4 0.4 3.9 0 100 
Biga 94.2 4.8 0.3 0.1 0 0.4 0 0 0.1 100 
Bitlis 66.5 0 30.3 0 1.7 0 0.5 0.9 0 100 
Çatalca 29.5 56.4 1.3 9.7 0 2.2 0 0.7 0.2 100 
Diyarbakır 80.4 0.3 11.1 0 2.1 0.3 0.9 4.9 0 100 
Edirne 54.6 30.1 2.3 10.5 0.1 2.1 0 0.3 0 100 
Elazığ 82.6 0.1 14.3 0 1.5 0 1.3 0.2 0 100 
Erzurum 81.6 0.9 16.2 0 1 0 0.3 0 0 100 
Halep 85.3 1 7.4 0 2.4 1.3 1.5 0.9 0 100 
Hüdavendigar 84.6 9.8 4.6 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.1 0 100 
İskodra 90.4 6.8 0 0 2.6 0 0 0 0 100 
İstanbul 47.3 20.1 7.7 0.4 1.6 6.1 0.2 0.2 16.5 100 
İstanbul Civarı 74.5 23.4 2.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
İzmit 69 12.3 17.6 0 0.1 0.1 0.6 0 0.1 100 
Kastamonu 97 2.1 0.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Konya 91.7 6.9 1.2 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 100 
Kosova 56.5 2 0 40.6 0.6 0.2 0 0 0 100 
Kudüs 86 6.9 0.3 0 3 3.4 0.2 0 0 100 
Manastır 39.8 34.7 0 23.9 0 0.7 0 0.9 0 100 
Musul 91.6 0 0 0 2.9 2.6 0 2.8 0 100 
Selanik 45.5 28.6 0.1 17.1 0.3 5.7 0 2.7 0.1 100 
Sivas 81.4 5.6 12.1 0 0.3 0 0.4 0.2 0 100 
Suriye 85.2 6.9 0.1 0 3.2 2 0.2 2.4 0 100 
           
 (continued) 
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Table 8 (continued)  
 
Provinces 
 
Islam 
 
Greek 
 
Armenian 
 
Bulgarian 
 
Catholic 
 
Jewish 
 
Protestant 
 
Other 
 
Foreigner 
 
Total * 
Trablusgarp 97.1 0 0 0 0 2.8 0 0 0 100 
Trabzon 79.8 16 3.7 0 0.1 0 0.2 0 0.1 100 
Van 47.9 0 52.1 0 0.3 0 0 0 0 100 
Yanya 43.6 55.7 0 0 0 0.7 0 0 0.2 100 
Zor sancağı 
 
99.2 0 0.1 0 0.4 0 0 0.2 0 100 
Note. a Totals greater than or less than 100 are due to rounding.  Adapted from Ottoman population, 1830-1914: Demographic and social 
characteristics (Turkish and Ottoman Studies), by K.H. Karpat, 1985.  
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By re-aggregating the census data as seen in table eight to compare population distributions 
within provinces as opposed to across or throughout provinces can help establish patterns of 
historical geo-spatial population distribution and socio-cultural stratification. While this 1905 census 
data provides a glimpse into the distribution of different religious populations, the information it 
provides is limited. Because religion was the chief identifier, populations often spoke a number of 
languages. For example, while Greeks and Armenian populations are presumed to be Orthodox 
Christians, there were populations that had assimilated to their larger communities and were Turkish 
language speakers.  
Despite its limitations, mapping the 1905 census data provides at least provides a starting 
point for the rest of this project. Notice that the areas that have less than 75% Muslim populations 
are primarily located in lands that eventually become part of Eastern Europe (Kosovo, islands in the 
Mediterranean), border provinces (i.e., Edirne, Istanbul, and Izmit), or in areas that are dominated 
by non-ethnically Turkish populations in Eastern or Southeastern Turkey (Aydın, Bitlis, Çatalca, 
Selanik, Trabzon, Van, Yanya, and Manastır). Although no definitive correlations can be drawn at 
this point between geography and non-Turkish populations, table ten provides an initial point of 
comparison for later census data-informed maps.     
The early years of the Republic. As previously mentioned, for Atatürk, language 
ultimately represented a “break with the imperial Ottoman religious past and signified the beginning 
of a secular nation-state” (Çolak, 2004, p. 68). Although as seen in the previous section, this was not 
completely true since the groundwork for many of Atatürk’s language reforms was laid in the 
approximately 50-year period preceding him.  
But symbolically, the focus on establishing one language, namely Turkish, was an attempt to 
construct a common history and values (Anderson, 1991). Thus, in part one, article three of the 
1924 constitution, Turkish was established as Turkey’s official language. In 1928, Atatürk’s script 
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reform was introduced and language became one of the highest priorities for the national agenda. 
Arguments for changing the script included:   
 As aforementioned, the fact that the current writing system, a fusion of Arabic and Persian 
writing conventions were not very well suited for Turkish sounds; and 
 
 Changing to Latin script was more aligned with the general overall goal of Westernization.  
 
 Where Atatürk’s language and script reforms were distinct from the previous language 
reform movements is in his political philosophy. For the Tanzimat reformers, while the reformers 
were considered themselves enlightened, they were still mostly Islamists, not wanting to change the 
underlying religious foundation of society. Moreover, for many of the former reformers still alive 
during the early years of the Republic, the break away from Turkey’s religious past felt like a rupture 
in the very fiber of the nation itself. For them, rather than religion being associated with social 
backwardness, it was things like lack of education, low literacy rates, and an underdeveloped 
economy that were linked to backwardness (Çolak, 2004, p.71).  
 Leading up to the Alphabet Reform (Harflar Devrimi) which will be discussed in the next 
section, the fledgling Republic underwent the two year preparation period for its first official census, 
which then provided the necessary (and relevant) information regarding the overall socio-economic-
cultural condition of the country. Table 9 represents the aggregated language data (organized from 
largest to smallest) and corresponding percentages, which were calculated as part of this project. 
Although the 1928 Statistical Yearbook (IY) records language speaking distributions by major cities,  
no provincial data was available for the 1927 census data.  
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Table 9  
General Population by Mother Tongue by Total and by Percentage (1927) 
 
Mother Tongues 
 
Total 
 
% of the Total Population 
Turkish (Türkçe) 11,777,810 86.4 
Kurdish (Kürtçe) 1,184,446 8.7 
Arabic (Arabça) 134,273 1 
Greek (Rumca) 119,822 0.9 
Circassian (Çerkezce) 95,901 0.7 
Jewish (Yahudice) 68,900 0.5 
Armenian (Ermenice) 64,745 0.5 
Albanian (Arnavutça) 21,774 0.2 
Bulgarian (Bulgarca) 20,554 0.2 
Tatar (Tatarca) 11,465 0.1 
French (Fransızca) 8,456 0.1 
Italian (Italyanca) 7,248 0.1 
English (Ingilizce) 1,938 0 
Persian (Acemece) 1,687 0 
Other/Unkown 110,469 0.8 
Total 
 
13,629,488 
 
100 
 
Note. Adapted from Genel nüfus sayımı 1935 [General census 1935], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti Başbakanlık 
İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1937.   
 
The 1927 census reported 14 languages, as well as 0.8% Other/Unknown speakers of a 
variety of languages. Note that the numbers reported above are simply a representation of people 
who self-reported themselves to the census-takers as language speakers of the above languages. In 
1927, 13.6% of the total population identified themselves as non-Turkish language, mother tongue 
speakers. 
What this data does not reflect the potential multi-lingual abilities of the members of the 
former empire. It also reflects the conflicting or transitioning ways people (and the government) 
identified themselves. For example, there were still 68,900 people that were identified as Jewish. As 
mentioned earlier, these were historically Sephardic Jews and of Spanish-language speaking descent, 
with Polish Ashkenazi Jews immigrating in the 19th and 20th centuries. Despite the recorded accounts 
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that many had assimilated into the broader Turkish culture by the 20th century, it is notable that 
these communities were still identified as “Jewish” which is neither a linguistic or citizenship (at that 
time) identity. The same argument could be made for the people who were identified as Armenians, 
Bulgarians, Albanians, and Greeks, although in those cases, they might be identifying with the 
national identity instead of the language.1 What this points to is the simultaneous ubiquitousness of 
interpreting census data and the oftentimes conflictual process of social change and spread of 
constructivist notions.  
 Early legislation. The Turkish Constitution has been revised and passed five times (1923, 
1961, 1981, 1991, 2001). The Turkish legal system also uses the Turkish Penal Code, which outlines 
what constitutes criminal offenses against the state, along with the punishment(s) the government is 
allowed to mete out against a guilty offender.  
In addition to the Constitution (1924), in 1925, the Ministry of Education issued a 
proclamation regarding “Currents Trying to Undermine Turkish Unity.” This proclamation “banned 
the use of the terms describing minority communities and the areas they inhabited, such as Kurd, 
Laz, Kurdistan and Lazistan” (Virtanen, 2003, p. 21-22). On November 1, 1928, the Turkish Grand 
National Assembly (TBMM) passed Law No. 1353, the Adoption and Application of the new 
Turkish Letters, which stated that all printing in the old script would be stopped at the end of the 
year and that starting on June 1, 1929, all official correspondence would be written in the new Latin 
letters. This legislation was scaffolded by the establishment of the Turkish Society for the Study of 
Language (Turk Dili Tetkik Cemiyeti, later the Turkish Language Institute (Turk Dili Kurumu)) on July 
12, 1932, whose institutional aims were to:  
1. Bring to light the beauty and richness of the Turkish language; and 
 
2. Raise it to the level it merits among the languages of the world (Virtanen, 2003, p. 16).  
                                                        
1 See Ӧzdermir (2009) for an example of this tension in the case of the Karamanli.  
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By creating a type of civic and secular identity and placing equality above ethno-cultural 
diversity, the Turkish government did not and does not officially recognize the ethno-linguistic 
backgrounds of its citizens at the national level. Article 88 (Constitution, 1924) states that “In 
Turkey, from the point of view of citizenship, everyone is a Turk without regard to race or religion.” 
Article 54 (Constitution, 1961) similarly states that “Every individual who is bound to the Turkish 
state by ties of citizenship is a Turk,” and article 66 of the 1982 Constitution states “Everyone 
bound to the Turkish State through the bond of citizenship is a Turk” (cited in Virtanen, 2003, p. 
18-19). This non-recognition of minorities is also affirmed by the conditions of the Treaty of 
Lausanne.  
The Alphabet Reform (Harflar Devrimi). As previously mentioned, May 1928 marked the 
beginning of the end of the old Arabic script in Turkey. A language committee was established and 
charged with the task of “Latinizing” the Turkish writing system and preparing a new grammar. Also 
in May 1928, Latin (or Western) numerals replaced the Arabic ones, which was to be fully 
implemented in all institutions by June 1931. In the summer of 1928, a document called the 
Alphabet Report (Elifba Raporo) was prepared and the presented to Atatürk on August 1, 1928. And 
on August 9, 1928 the “new” Turkish alphabet was introduced and by November 1928, the script 
was officially changed over.    
 After the script reformation, from 1928 to 1932, the Language Commission (Dil Ecümeni) 
was created and they were charged with the task of developing a standard dictionary, ultimately 
leading to a more standardized language. From 1932-1935 the challenge was developing a purified 
Turkish (öz Turkçe). At this point, it is worth noting that, as Perry (1985) points out the linguistic 
heterogeneity in Turkish at this time makes Atatürk’s thinking more understandable. Perry writes 
that “Ottoman Turkish had become a Perso-Arabic lexical (and partly morphological) hybrid, held 
together by varying amounts of basic Turkish syntax” (1985, p. 305). What this means is that 
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Ottoman Turkish was a combination of Arabic and Persian script, with sounds that are also unique 
to Turkish, which made Turkish difficult to learn for Westerners but also for Turks.  
 During this time, a language regime was established and the first conference on Turkish 
Linguistics (Birinci Türk Dil Kurultayi) was organized in order to create engagement with language 
issues. With this conference, Turkey then entered into a period of radical language purification 
(corpus planning). At its vigilant point, this process of creating a purified Turkish essentially 
consisted of trying to eradicate words of foreign descent, including Arabic and Persian. This 
eradication was supplemented by an attempt to gather as vernacular words or words of ordinary 
people, the collecting old texts of ancient Turkish vocabularies, and a search for Turkish 
replacements for those foreign words. The language reform had a number of functions. It was to 
provide a symbolic break from the past. It was to be part of creating a new civic and secular identity. 
But the language reforms were also to increase literacy, act as a means of disseminating propaganda 
and Kemalist ideology, as well as bridging the gap between social classes and across different 
minority groups.  
 In 1935, the Turkish Language Institute (Turk Dili Kurumu (TDK)) produced a few 
publications, including the “Pocket Dictionary of Turkish from Ottoman Turkish” (Osmanlıcadan 
Türkçe Cep Kilavuzu) among others (Perry, 1985). The aim of the TDK at this point was no longer 
language purification but to eliminate the existing di-glossic state, which is when there are two 
languages in use, with one being used in official/formal arenas with higher status and the other, in 
everyday life with lower status. In this case, the diglossic state, according to Perry (1985) was 
between the written and the spoken language, and this had to be changed “for the practical purpose 
of expanding education at all levels” (p. 302).  
 The next census was carried out in 1935 (the censuses thereon were carried out every five 
years until the year 2000). This second census saw an increase in the number of languages people 
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self-reported, increasing from 14 to 33 (including “Other/Unknown” languages as a category). This 
data is seen in table 10 and is arranged from largest to smallest. Languages that have a 0.0% value 
have been included because there were people from that language group that had self-reported that 
they spoke that language, but the number was not significant per 1000 people.  
Note that although the overall population had grown at a rate of 18.5%, the distribution of 
language speakers does not reflect substantial changes (as seen in table 10). The increase from 14 to 
33 languages counted in the census may be due to the further specification of the “Other” and 
“Unknown” category languages, which was considerably larger in 1927 than in 1933. The more 
specific language data of 1935 might also be related to the establishment of the TDK and increased 
involvement of linguists in the language policy development process. In addition to the aggregate 
language data, the 1935 census record is also the first of Turkey’s censuses that published different 
social indicators, cultural markers, etc., e.g., mother tongue and second language, at the provincial 
and city/town levels, as well as according to gender. Due to time and resource limitations, this 
project focused on the national and provincial levels, leaving the city/town levels and gender for 
future research. Provincial data will be further examined in the following section.  
Table 10 
General Population by Mother Tongue by Total and by Percentage (1935) 
 
Mother Tongues 
 
Total 
 
% of the Total Population 
Turkish (Türkçe) 13,899,073 86 
Kurdish (Kürtçe) 1,480,246 9.2 
Arabic (Arabça) 153,687 1 
Greek (Rumca) 108,725 0.7 
Circassian (Çerkezce) 91,972 0.6 
Laz (Lazca) 63,253 0.4 
Armenian (Ermenice) 57,599 0.4 
Georgian (Gürcüce) 
 
57,325 
 
0.4 
 
(continued) 
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Table 10 (continued) 
 
Mother Tongues 
 
Total 
 
% of the Total Population 
Jewish (Yahudice) 42,607 0.3 
Pomak (Pomakça) 32,661 0.2 
Bosnian (Boşnakça) 24,613 0.2 
Albanian (Arnavutça) 22,754 0.1 
Bulgarian (Bulgarca) 18,245 0.1 
Tatar (Tatarca) 15,615 0.1 
Spanish (Ispanyolca) 14,242 0.1 
Abaza (Abazaca) 10,099 0.1 
Coptic (Kıptıce) 7,855 0 
French (Fransızca) 5,381 0 
German (Almanca) 5,047 0 
Russian (Rusça) 4,810 0 
Italian (Italyanca) 4,633 0 
Serbian (Sırpça) 4,369 0 
Persian (Acemece) 2,053 0 
English (Ingilizce) 1,482 0 
Hungarian (Macarca) 885 0 
Romanian (Romence) 699 0 
Polish (Lehçe) 494 0 
Czechoslovakian (Çekoslavakça) 200 0 
Flemish (Filamanca) 130 0 
Swedish (Isveçe) 114 0 
Croatian (Hırvatça) 83 0 
Other languages (Diğer Diller) 12,466 0.1 
Unknown (Bilinmeyen) 14,033 0.1 
Total 
 
16,157,450 
 
100 
 
Note. Adapted from Genel nüfus sayımı 1935 [General census 1935], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti Başbakanlık 
İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1937.   
 
 In addition to the continuing identification of religious minorities (e.g., “Jewish” and 
“Coptic”), the ubiquitous identification of national and presumably Orthodox Christian groups (e.g., 
“Greeks”, “Armenians”, etc.), the 1935 census also introduces new categories of newly formed 
nation-states with diverse populations, namely Czechoslovakian (with Czech and Slovak 
populations) versus Bosnian/Serbian/Croatian, which are ethnically and religiously different groups 
but linguistically considered dialects of each other. What the milieu of things that are considered as 
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“language markers” reflects is the evolving geo-political context that people’s notions of identity 
were being formed in, the residue of the past (religion), and an attempt at simplifying complex 
relationships between people and their geo-political-historical experiences.   
After 1935 however, views on language among policy makers, language reformers, and 
politicians began diverging between the radical language purists and people who adhered more 
broadly to an emerging theory at the time, the Sun Language Theory (Güneş Dil Teorisi), focusing 
more on abstract theories of language origins. Subsequently, a more relaxed attitude was 
subsequently adopted by the language reformers until Atatürk’s death in November 1938, at which 
point the language reformation was revisited and was back full force by 1940, when a new aggressive 
language purification agenda was instituted.  
Other legislation and reforms. Virtanen (2003) points out that because the Turkish 
language reform was one of the pillars of the newly established Republic, it was to be one of the 
main agents of change, transforming the religious former Ottoman State into a modern secular 
nation-state. The language reform was “closely linked to other reforms, such as educational reform, 
and the principles of the emerging state, such as secularity and nationalism” (Virtanen, 2003, p. 11; 
Mango, 1999). These government reforms penetrated deep into Turkish society, changing language, 
culture, names, place names. In 1934, the Surname Law (June 21, 1934) requiring all Turkish citizens 
to adopt a surname came into force. In 1935, the law on compulsory settlement was passed, giving 
Turkish-speaking immigrants more freedom in choosing their places of settlement. A complete list 
of laws are available in Appendix B.   
In 1941 under Ismet Inönü, Atatürk’s presidential successor, laws were added to the Penal 
Code, which increased the punishment for wearing hijabs (head coverings for Muslim women) and 
the continued development of pure Turkish (özleştirme). And in 1949, the Provincial Administration 
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Law was passed, giving the Ministry of the Interior the right to change village names that were not in 
Turkish. 
 With changes in political administration, shifts in policy approaches can be seen. In Islam, 
the Koran can be translated into other languages as an aid to worship, but the standard language of 
worship was and is Arabic. During the transition into the multi-party era then, the language of 
worship comes under fire again. Under Atatürk’s government, the language of the mosque was 
changed from Arabic to Turkish. Atatürk began his Turkification of religion on February 3, 1928, 
when a homily was given in Turkish in an Istanbul mosque. This was followed by a public reading of 
the Koran in Turkish on January 22, 1932, and then the call to prayer given in Turkish on July 18, 
1932. Throughout however, Atatürk’s response to criticism from the devout was that it was an issue 
of language, not religion (Mango, 1999).  However, under Prime Minister Adnan Menderes’ 
administration (1950-1960), calls to prayer reverted back to Arabic. This reawakened a public 
discussion of secularism and the role of religion in daily life. The Menderes administration ended 
with the 1961 military coup d'état, which firmly re-established a liberal Constitution (1961).  
 With the 1982 military coup d'état, more stringent language laws were established. Law No. 
2932, the Law on Publications and Broadcasts in Languages Other Than Turkish, prohibited the use 
of languages other than Turkish as the mother tongue, as well an activities publicizing other 
languages.  This law was eventually repealed in 1991. However, a number of other laws still contain 
conditions restricting the use of non-official languages. This includes Article 81 of the Political 
Parties Law, which prohibits (the formation of) political parties with  
the goal of destroying national or unity or… engaged in activities to this end, by means of 
protecting, developing, or disseminating language or cultures or than the Turkish language 
and culture through creating minorities in the Republic of Turkey. (Cited in Virtanen, 2003, 
p. 23) 
 
Law No. 4709 was passed on October 17, 2001, in which two articles focused on removing the use 
of different languages and dialects. Article nine stated that the verbiage “No language prohibited by 
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law shall be used in the expression and dissemination of thought” would be deleted from Article 26 
of the 1982 Constitution, along with similar verbiage in article 28, which states that “Publications 
shall not be made in any language prohibited by law” (Article 10, 2001). To date, article 42 of the 
1982 Constitution stating the Turkish is the official language of education and training remains 
intact.   
 In 2002, article eight (2002) was passed which is a provision to Law No. 3984, on the 
Establishment and Broadcasting of Radio Stations and Television Channels and along with Article 
11 (2002) which is a provision to Law No. 2923, the Foreign Language Education and Teaching 
Law) related to language use were passed Law No. 4771 (August 3, 2002) contained two articles, (a) 
enabling broadcasting in non-official languages and (b) allowing the teaching of non-official 
languages in private courses. These amendments were followed by two regulations that provide 
guidelines in implementing these changes. The Bylaw on the Learning of Languages and Dialects 
Used Traditionally by Turkish Citizens in Their Daily Lives contained five sections and 16 articles 
focusing on the guidelines for establishing institutions where non-Turkish languages could be taught. 
More recently, in June 2005, Article 301 of the Turkish Penal Code came into effect, which makes it 
illegal for anyone to insult Turkey, Turkishness, or the Turkish government. Article 301 states that 
1. Public denigration of Turkishness, the Republic or the Grand National Assembly of Turkey 
shall be punishable by imprisonment of between six months and three years. 
 
2. Public denigration of the Government of the Republic of Turkey, the judicial institutions of 
the State, the military or security structures shall be punishable by imprisonment of between 
six months and two years. 
 
3. In cases where denigration of Turkishness is committed by a Turkish citizen in another 
country the punishment shall be increased by one third.  
 
4. Expressions of thought intended to criticize shall not constitute a crime. 
 
Since then, the “insult Turkishness” has been changed to “insult the Turkish nation.” 
 
98 
 
 For the Turkish government, while language did have a symbolic function, the elevation of 
the status of the Turkish language was accompanied by substantive legislative actions in a number of 
related domains to convey the overall message of the secular, Kemalist government, which was that 
“To be Turkish meant to speak Turkish.” Using the language policy and planning heuristic Kaplan 
and Baldauf (1997) provide the Turkish language policy approach was a comprehensive one in order 
to create a uniform citizenry.  
 
Findings  
 As outlined in chapter one, language data from the Turkish national censuses was compiled 
then re-aggregated in order to better identify trends by administration levels, as well as to examine 
any spatial patterns in terms of geo-spatial distribution of different language populations. The census 
questions and translations are included in Appendix A and the legislation in Appendix B. The 
aggregated data has been included in Appendices C-H by province.  
Language data, as well as religion data, was regularly collected on the census from 1927 to 
1965. However, after 1965, from 1970-1985, the religious affiliation question was removed from the 
census. The language questions continued to be asked, but the data was no longer publicly available. 
However, after 1985, the language question was also removed from the census. No comprehensive 
official records of language backgrounds exist in publicly available databases beyond 1965.  
 In an attempt to corroborate and triangulate the census data for this project, the Turkish 
Government’s annually published yearbooks were consulted. These statistical yearbooks are 
compendiums of everything from economic growth, agricultural production, the number of crimes 
committed in various provinces, etc., and did record language speaker statistics. Again after 1965, 
language and religion data were also no longer published in the Annual Yearbooks starting from 
1966. Unrelatedly, no new language data was collected as part of the 1940 census (the 1935 census 
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data was reprinted). It is possible that this was due to Atatürk’s death in 1938, and the turmoil of a 
transitional government in the aftermath.  
The lack of continuity past 1965 does limit any analysis of the relationship between language 
and academic achievement after that time. In some cases, advocacy organizations like the Human 
Rights Watch and Amnesty International, extrapolate projections from the 1965 census in order to 
estimate the presence of non-Turkish language speakers. The CIA Factbook estimates that the 
Turkish population is ethno-linguistically 70-75% Turkish and 18% Kurdish, but it is unclear where 
this number is drawn from. More recent academic compendiums like Graves (2005) and Andrews 
(1989, 2002) do list more recent numbers, which are drawn from locally implemented survey studies 
(see Appendix L).  
Table 11 organizes the census data and shows that between 1927 and 1965, there were 35 
identifiable language groups, along with a number of undisclosed languages that were put into the 
“Other” or “Unknown” categories. Since both “Other” and “Unknown” do not provide insight into 
specific language types, they were conflated into one category in the re-aggregation process. 
Summary data in table 11 shows that there varied were shifts in the overall language populations. 
Looking at the directionality of language shift, as opposed to an expected gradual decrease, there are 
ups and downs in the populations instead of the expected gradual decline. However, the aggregated 
data is limited to quantity shifts throughout the country on the days the censuses were carried out 
over a period of time. Again, what this does not show is whether there are differences within or 
across administrative units or where the changes took place (e.g., uniformly or not, concentrated 
regionally, etc.). Additionally, because of the predominance of people identifying themselves Turkish 
language speakers, it masks changes in smaller populations (note in table 13, languages that have 
0.00% recorded means that there were speakers recorded but are not visible per 10,000 people).  
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For this reason, the second level of census data (provincial) was digitized and re-aggregated. 
Although the original digitized data provided a greater level of detail, its limitations were similar to 
the data in table 11, mainly that (a) the number of Turkish language speakers conceals any changes 
in language speaker populations and (b) the data was recorded in raw numbers, which does not 
make it possible to compare across time.  
Consequently, the data was re-aggregated by converting the raw data into percentage of 
language speakers within a province and percentage of languages speakers distributed throughout 
the provinces. For a comprehensive list of aggregate categories that were initially recorded, see 
Appendix I.       
Table 11 
 
Summary Table of the Mother Tongue Languages Spoken by the General Population by Percentage (1927-1965) 
 
 
Mother Tongues 1927 1935 
 
1940a 1945 1950 1955 1960 1965 
Abaza  … 0.06 
 
 
 
 
 
 
… 0.02 … 0.06 0.02 0.01 
Albanian (Arnavutça) 0.16 0.14 … 0.09 … 0.05 0.04 0.04 
Arabic (Arabça)  0.99 0.95 … 1.26 … 1.25 1.25 1.16 
Armenian (Ermenice)  0.48 0.36 … 0.08 0.25 0.23 0.19 0.11 
Bosnian (Boşnakça)  … 0.15 … 0.06 … 0.05 0.05 0.06 
Bulgarian (Bulgarca)  0.15 0.11 … 0.21 … 0.02 0.02 0.01 
Circassian (Çerkezce)  0.70 0.57 … 0.11 … 0.33 0.23 0.19 
Coptic (Kıptıce) … 0.05 … 0.01 … … … … 
Croatian (Hırvatça)  … 0.00 … 0.00 … 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Czechoslovakian 
(Çekoslavakça) … 0.00 
… 
0.00 … 0.00 … 0.00 
English (Ingilizce)  0.01 0.01 … 0.13 … 0.03 0.07 0.09 
Flemish (Filamanca)  … 0.00 … 0.00 … … … 0.00 
French (Fransızca)  0.06 0.03 … 0.44 … 0.02 0.01 0.01 
Georgian (Gürcüce)  … 0.35 … 0.08 … 0.22 0.12 0.11 
German (Almanca)  … 0.03 … 0.08 … 0.02 0.02 0.02 
Greek (Rumca)  0.88 0.67 … 0.38 0.43 0.33 0.23 0.15 
Hungarian (Macarca)  … 0.01 … 0.00 … … … … 
Italian (Italyanca)  0.05 0.03 … 0.02 … 0.01 0.01 0.01 
Jewish (Yahudice)  0.51 0.26 … 0.04 0.17 0.14 0.07 0.03 
(continued) 
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Table 11 (continued)  
 
Mother Tongues 1927 1935 
 
1940 1945 1950 1955 1960 1965 
Kirdash (Kırdaş) … … … … … … … 0.00 
Kirman (Kırmanca) … … … … … … … 0.00 
Kurdish (Kürtçe)  8.69 9.16 … 6.05 8.85 6.98 6.66 7.07 
Laz (Lazca)  … 0.39 … 0.07 … 0.13 0.08 0.08 
Persian (Acemece)  0.01 0.01 … 0.01 … 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Polish (Lehçe) … 0.00 … 0.00 … 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Pomak (Pomakça)  … 0.20 … 0.04 … 0.07 0.09 0.07 
Portugese (Portekizce) … … … … …  0.00 … 
Romanian (Romence)  … 0.00 … 0.06 … 0.00   0.00 
Russian (Rusça)  … 0.03 … 0.04 … 0.01 0.01 0.00 
Serbian (Sırpça)  … 0.03 … 0.11 … 0.02 0.03 0.02 
Spanish (Ispanyolca)  … 0.09 … 0.01 … … 0.01 0.01 
Swedish (Isveçe) … 0.00 … 0.00 … … … 0.00 
Tatar (Tatarca)  0.08 0.10 … 0.03 … … … … 
Turkish (Türkçe)   86.41 86.02 … 90.54 87.15 89.85 90.70 90.12 
Zaza (Zazaca) … … … … … … … 0.48 
Other/Unknown 0.81 0.16 … 0.00 3.10 0.17 0.09 0.13 
Total 
 
100 
 
100 
 
… 100 
 
100 
 
100 
 
100 
 
100 
 
Note. a In the 1940 census, the 1935 census data was re-printed.  Adapted from Genel nüfus sayımı 
1935, 1940, 1945, 1950, 1955, 1960, 1965 [General census 1935, 1945, 1950, 1955, 1960, 1965], by 
Türkiye Cumhuriyeti Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1937, 1940, 1950, 1955, 1961, 1965, 
1969.  
 
Since the first census in 1927, the majority of Turkish citizens reported that their mother 
tongue was Turkish. However, there were provinces that had larger populations of other language 
speakers. Because of the size of the data set, select data will be highlighted. Tables 12-17 list the 
provinces where there was less than 90% Turkish language population. 
 
Analysis  
Although when looking at the aggregate numbers it is difficult to see any changes in language 
groups because of the sheer dominance of the people who self-report speaking Turkish. However, 
when looking within provinces, spatial patterns are found within and between the datasets (tables 
12-17). Once spaces are established (in this case provinces), then these different entities, e.g., states, 
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cultural regions, tracts, etc. can be “allowed to behave differently” (Gregory, 2008, p. 127). Gregory 
(2008) points out “without space we have only one place, and it can only tell us one story; with space 
we have multiple places, and each of these can behave differently” (p. 127), which becomes more 
evident when looking at figure five.  
Again, similar to the national data, it is interesting to see that the provinces that have a less 
than 90% Turkish language speaking population remains consistent from 1927-1965, when data is 
available. And for the earlier part of the Republic, the distribution of people belonging to different 
ethnolinguistic populations did not exhibit significant changes. But the geo-spatial distribution of a 
population is difficult to comprehend from looking at data in a table (or tables). Thus, the geo-
spatial distribution of language population data is more clearly seen in figure five. In this second 
part, the re-aggregated data was layered on top of maps reflecting the administrative units for that 
census period.  
An note about the administrative units themselves. There was relatively little change in 
administration units between 1927-1965, with the biggest changes taking place in 1935 and 1945. By 
the 1945 census, Tunceli, Bingöl, Hakkari, Hatay, Bitlis, and Rize were added as administrative units, 
and later in 1955, Adıyaman and Sakarya. But what is interesting about the re-distribution or 
development of these administrative units is that all of them with the exception of Sakarya (1955) all 
took place in eastern Turkey, where the larger numbers of non-Turkish language speakers were 
located. Bingöl was partitioned off from Erzincan, Tunceli from Elazığ, and Bitlis from Muş. In fact, 
Tunceli was created in 1935, covering the Dersim Mountains, and was put under a military governor 
was authorized to ratify deeath sentences and relocate the population, which consisted of Alevi 
Shiite Muslims and Dımlı speaking Kurds (Law No. 3195, January 2, 1936) (Yüksel, 2008). Since 
then, the most recent total of administrative units has increased to 81.  
 
103 
 
Table 12 
Provinces With a < 90% Turkish Language Mother Tongue Speaker Population by Percentage in 1935 
 
Provinces Total Turkish Abaza Albanian Arabic Armenian Bosnian Bulgarian Circassian Coptic English French German Georgian Greek Italian Jewish Kurdish Laz Persian Pomak Russian Serbian Spanish Tatar Other/Unknown Total 
Siirt 127,518 6.2 … 0.0 13.8 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 … … … 0.0 … 0.0 … 0.0 79.4 … 0.0 … … … … … 0.4 100.0 
Mardin 229,921 6.9 0.0 0.0 24.9 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 … … 0.0 0.0 … 0.0 63.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 … 0.0 4.2 100.0 
Diyarbakır 214,136 26.1 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 … … 0.0 0.1 0.0 … 0.0 72.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 … 0.0 100.0 
Muş 143,898 26.4 … … 3.4 0.2 … … 0.7 … … … … 0.0 … … … 69.1 0.2 0.0 … 0.0 … … … 0.0 100.0 
Van 143,434 27.2 … … 0.1 0.0 … … 0.2 … … … … … 0.0 … 0.1 72.4 0.0 0.0 … … … … … … 100.0 
Ağrı 107,206 27.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 … … … … … … … 0.0 0.0 … 0.0 72.1 0.1 0.1 … 0.0 … … … … 100.0 
Urfa 229,551 36.5 0.0 0.0 14.8 0.0 … … 0.0 … … … 0.0 0.0 0.0 … 0.0 48.6 0.0 0.0 … 0.0 0.0 … 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Elazığ 256,192 56.3 … 0.2 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 … … 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 41.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 … … 2.0 100.0 
Erzincan 157,345 59.1 … 0.0 0.0 0.0 … … 0.2 … … … … 0.0 0.0 … … 40.7 0.0 0.0 … 0.0 … … 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Malatya 410,162 60.2 … 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 … 0.0 0.0 … 0.0 0.0 0.0 39.3 0.0 0.0 … 0.0 … 0.0 … 0.0 100.0 
Çoruh 271,868 73.8 … 0.0 0.0 0.7 … 0.0 0.0 … … … … 5.6 0.0 0.0 … 0.0 19.7 … 0.0 0.0 … 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Kars 305,536 76.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 … … 0.2 … … … 0.0 0.0 … … 0.0 23.2 0.0 0.1 … 0.4 … … 0.0 0.1 100.0 
Istanbul 882,540 78.5 0.0 0.8 0.3 4.5 0.1 0.5 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.4 0.0 9.1 0.4 3.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.9 0.1 0.1 100.0 
Erzurum 385,207 84.8 0.0 … 0.0 0.0 0.0 … 0.1 0.0 … 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 … 0.0 15.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 … 0.0 … 100.0 
Maraş 188,877 85.2 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.1 … … … 0.0 … … … 0.0 11.2 0.0 0.0 … … … … 0.0 0.3 100.0 
Sıvas 432,633 86.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.1 0.0 1.3 … … 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 … 0.0 11.7 0.0 0.0 … 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 100.0 
Kocaeli 335,292 86.2 2.0 0.4 0.0 0.1 2.3 0.3 1.8 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 1.6 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 … 0.1 0.0 100.0 
Gaziantep 283,510 86.3 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.1 … 0.0 … 0.0 … … 0.0 0.0 100.0 
                            
 
 
Table 13 
Provinces With a < 90% Turkish Language Mother Tongue Speaker Population by Percentage in 1945 
 
 
Provinces Total Turkish Abaza Persian German Arabic Albanian Bosnian Bulgarian Circassian Armenian French Georgian English Spanish Italian Coptic Laz Polish Greek Russian Serbian Jewish Kurdish Other/Unknown Total 
Mardin 205,673 6.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.5  0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 75.8 4.1 100.0 
Siirt 122,198 9.9 0.0   8.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0  0.0    0.0  0.0 0.0 81.0 0.1 100.0 
Hakkari 35,124 11.4  0.0  0.0      0.0          0.0 0.1 87.8 0.6 100.0 
Diyarbakır 249,949 27.4  0.0 0.0 0.9  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 71.4 0.0 100.0 
Muş 82,239 33.6 0.0  0.0 0.6   0.0 1.2 0.0  0.0   0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0  64.5 0.0 100.0 
Bitlis 71,950 37.1 0.0 0.0  1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0         0.0 0.0   60.5  100.0 
Van 127,683 39.7  0.0 0.0 0.3   0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0          0.1 60.0  100.0 
Ağrı 133,504 40.8    0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0     0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0  59.2  100.0 
Urfa 244,600 41.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.1 50.2 0.0 100.0 
Bingöl 75,510 43.8    0.0    0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0     0.0  0.0 0.0  0.0 55.7  100.0 
Tunceli 90,484 47.0 0.0 0.1  0.0 0.0  0.0  0.0      0.0     0.0 0.0 52.9  100.0 
Elazığ 198,078 57.9 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0  0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 41.5 0.0 100.0 
Hatay 254,141 59.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 39.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 100.0 
Malatya 428,652 66.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0  0.0  0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 32.8 0.0 100.0 
Çoruh 166,298 81.5         0.8  6.1     7.4 4.2 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0  100.0 
Kars 381,175 82.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0  17.2 0.0 100.0 
Istanbul 1,078,399 83.3 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.4 0.1 0.2 0.0 4.0 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.8 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 6.5 0.2 0.1 2.9 0.2 0.0 100.0 
Rize 171,927 85.9 0.0  0.0      0.0  0.0 0.0  0.0  14.0   0.0   0.0  100.0 
Maraş 261,517 86.4  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0  0.0    0.0 0.0    0.0 0.0 10.9 0.1 100.0 
Sivas 490,458 88.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.9 0.4 0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.1 0.1 100.0 
Erzurum 395,876 88.9 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0   0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.1 0.0 100.0 
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Table 14 
Provinces With a < 90% Turkish Language Mother Tongue Speaker Population by Percentage in 1950 
 
 
Provinces Total Turkish Abaza Arabic Albanian Bosnian Circassian Armenian Georgian Kirman Kirdash Zaza Laz Pomak Greek Jewish Greek French Italian Bulgarian Russian Other/Unknown Total 
Mardin 269,490 7.5 0.0 23.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 66.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 100.0 
Hakkari 44,207 9.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 89.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 100.0 
Siirt 156,703 9.9 0.0 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 73.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 100.0 
Bingöl 97,328 22.9 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.1 0.0 33.4 0.0 43.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Diyarbakır 293,738 28.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 54.4 0.0 16.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Ağrı 155,455 31.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 68.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Van 145,944 33.1 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 66.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Bitlis 88,634 33.1 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 61.0 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Muş 107,286 36.5 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 51.4 0.0 9.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2 100.0 
Urfa 298,394 41.4 0.0 13.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 42.4 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Tunceli 105,759 44.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 51.1 1.4 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Elazığ 213,330 56.4 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 27.9 0.0 15.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Hatay 296,799 61.2 0.0 37.4 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 100.0 
Malatya 483,568 64.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 33.1 0.1 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Çoruh 174,977 72.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 13.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Kars 410,236 75.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 22.8 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.2 100.0 
Rize 181,512 82.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 17.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Maraş 288,843 82.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 15.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 100.0 
Erzurum 461,090 83.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.9 0.1 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 100.0 
Istanbul 1,166,477 85.9 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.0 3.7 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 5.8 2.4 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.5 100.0 
Erzincan 197,770 86.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.7 0.3 4.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Kocaeli 474,644 89.9 0.8 0.0 0.3 1.5 1.7 0.0 3.6 0.4 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 100.0 
Sivas 542,004 0.900 0.002 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001 0.004 0.000 0.081 0.000 0.003 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.007 100.0 
                        
 
Table 15 
 
Provinces With a < 90% Turkish Language Mother Tongue Speaker Population by Percentage in 1955 
 
 
Provinces Total Turkish German Arabic Albanian Bulgarian Circassian Armenian French Georgian English Italian Kurdish Laz Pomak Greek Russian Jewish Other/Unknown Total 
Hakkari 54,824 11.5 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 88.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Siirt 191,234 12.9 0.0 16.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 69.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 100.0 
Mardin 305,520 12.9 0.0 16.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 66.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.5 100.0 
Muş 136,401 32.1 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 65.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 100.0 
Bitlis 111,187 33.3 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 64.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Diyarbakır 343,903 34.7 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 64.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Ağrı 181,348 38.6 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 61.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Urfa 348,199 40.5 0.0 13.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 46.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 100.0 
Van 175,250 50.6 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 49.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 100.0 
Hatay 363,631 62.4 0.0 35.8 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 100.0 
Elazığ 242,279 65.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Tunceli 121,743 77.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Kars 487,844 79.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.1 100.0 
Bingöl 113,341 86.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Çoruh 176,845 86.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.1 7.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Maraş 336,797 87.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 99.9 
Sivas 590,869 87.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 100.1 
Erzurum 519,976 88.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 100.0 
Istanbul 1,533,822 89.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.1 3.0 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.0 4.2 0.1 1.8 0.2 100.0 
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Table 16 
 
Provinces With a < 90% Turkish Language Mother Tongue Speaker Population by Percentage in 1960 
 
 
Provinces 
 
Total 
 
Turkish 
 
Arabic 
 
Bosnian 
 
Circassian 
 
Georgian 
 
Kurdish 
 
Laz 
 
Pomak 
 
Armenian 
 
Jewish 
 
English 
 
Spanish 
 
Russian 
 
Other/Unknown 
 
Total 
Siirt 232,243 13 15 0 0 0 71.8 0 0 0  0   0.1 100 
Hakkari 67,766 19.2 0.1  0 0 80.7  0   0   0 100 
Bingöl 131,364 31.9 0  0.3 0 67.6 0 0 0 0  0 0 0 100 
Diyarbakır 401,884 33.4 0.4 0 0 0 65.9 0 0 0.1 0 0.1 0.1  0 100 
Bitlis 128,966 34 2  0.1 0 63.8 0  0 0   0 0 100 
Ağrı 215,118 39.5 0.1 0 0 0 60.3 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 100 
Muş 167,638 47.1 1.5  1 0 50.3 0.1 0 0 0   0 0.1 100 
Van 211,034 48.5 0.2  0 0 51.1 0 0 0 0.1 0   0 100 
Urfa 401,919 49.4 12.7  0 0 37.8 0 0 0 0   0 0 100 
Hatay 441,209 64.6 33.5 0 0.1 0 1.4 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 99.9 
Erzincan 243,005 79.9 0 0.2 0  19.7 0 0.1 0 0 0  0 0 100 
Kars 543,600 80.9 0 0 0 0 18.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 0.1 100 
Maraş 389,857 84.9 0  1.6  13.3 0  0     0.2 100 
Adıyaman 233,717 85.5 0  0  14.5  0 0  0   0 100 
Erzurum 568,864 85.9 0 0 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0  0 0 100 
Artvin 196,301 89.3 0 0 0 4.3 0 6.4 0 0    0 0 100 
                 
 
Table 17 
 
Provinces With a < 90% Turkish Language Mother Tongue Speaker Population by Percentage in 1965 
 
 
Provinces 
 
Total 
 
Turkish 
 
Arabic 
 
Circassian 
 
Kurdish 
 
Laz 
 
Zaza 
 
Armenian 
 
Greek 
 
English 
 
Other/Unknown 
 
Total 
Mardin 397,880 8.9 20 0 66.7 0 0 0 0 0 4.3 100 
Hakkari 83,937 12.3 0.2 0 86.2 0 0 0 0 0 1.2 100 
Siirt 264,832 17.6 14.5 0 67.6 0 0.2 0 0 0 0.1 100 
Ağrı 246,961 36.5 0 0 63.3 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 100 
Bitlis 154,069 36.5 2.1 0.1 59.9 0 1.3 0 0 0 0 100 
Diyarbakır 475,916 37.5 0.5 0 49.6 0 12.2 0 0 0.1 0 100 
Bingöl 150,521 41.6 0 0 37.8 0 20.5 0 0 0 0 100 
Van 266,840 44.4 0.2 0 55.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Urfa 450,798 46.1 11.3 0 38.8 0 3.8 0 0 0 0 100 
Adıyaman 267,288 53.5 0 0 43.9 0 2.5 0 0 0 0 100 
Muş 198,716 55.6 1.8 0.5 41.8 0.1 0.3 0 0 0 0 100 
Hatay 506,154 69.2 29.3 0.2 1.1 0 0 0.1 0.2 0 0 100 
Elazığ 322,727 75.6 0 0 14.7 0 9.6 0 0 0 0.1 100 
Kars 606,313 77.7 0 0 22 0 0.2 0 0 0 0.1 100 
Tunceli 154,175 78.2 0 0 21.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Malatya 452,624 82.7 0 0 17.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Maraş 438,423 88 0 1 10.6 0 0 0 0 0 0.4 100 
Erzurum 628,001 88.5 0 0 11.1 0 0.3 0 0 0 0 100 
             
Note. a In the 1940 census, the 1935 census data was re-printed.  Data for tables 12-17 was adapted from Genel nüfus sayımı 1935, 1940, 1945, 1950, 1955, 1960, 1965 [General census 1935, 1945, 1950, 1955, 1960, 1965], Türkiye 
Cumhuriyeti Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1937, 1940, 1950, 1955, 1961, 1965, 1969.  
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Figure 5. Geographical distribution of language speakers identified within provinces with a 
< 90% Turkish language mother tongue speaker population.   
 
As can be seen in figure five, there are regions where there are consistently larger percentages of 
non-Turkish language speakers, notably throughout the entire eastern part of Turkey. There are 
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consistently non-Turkish speaker populations in the northwest Turkey, where most of the urban 
areas are located. Some reasons for this may be commerce, government or in-country migration.  
Hakkari and Hatay have a complicated history in relation to Turkey. Both areas were 
independent for a little while after the redistribution of Ottoman lands, but in 1939, were annexed 
back into the Turkish Republic, and has historically been predominantly Arabic language speakers 
because of their proximity to the Middle East (Mango, 1994). While no records state the reason for 
splitting these provinces with populations of non-Turkish speaking populations was that; however, it 
is striking that the few provincial changes were mostly made in those areas.  
Looking at the census data in tabular and map form points to a gap between the Turkish 
government‟s “one language, one people” meta-narrative and actual population demographics 
during a period of aggressive language assimilation policy production. The lack of major shifts 
among non-Turkish ethnolinguistic populations in the Southeast and East reflects what Taylor et al. 
(1997) point out that “policy processes are often complicated by the reality that they are occurring at 
a number of levels and a number of arenas” (p. 24) reinforcing the idea that the whole policy 
development process is an arena where different stakeholder groups have their own values and 
access to power. And consequently, there does appear to be a relationship between ethnolinguistic 
groups and their historic geo-spatial distributions as seen in figures five, with the larger populations 
of non-Turkish language speakers located in Southeastern and Eastern Anatolia and further away 
from Ankara, Istanbul, and other major urban centers of commerce, government, and education.  
Kirk (1946) points out that some pitfalls in collecting linguistic statistics include: (a) biases in 
the census data because of how the question was posed, how the question was answered, and (b) the 
way that the data was tabulated and collected. Another issue of the mother tongue, secondary 
languages, and family members leading to the issue of over-reporting. Again, as Kirk (1946) points 
out, “Other things being equal the use of mother tongue favors minorities in the process of 
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assimilation, since it was records the original language of the respondent and not his linguistic 
practices as influenced by schooling and adjustment to the dominant language” (p. 224).  More 
difficulties arise when trying to delineate between dialects and languages which can be the result of 
political negotiations rather than linguistic realities.  
Despite these issues, Gregory (2004) argues that in fact, “Spatial statistical analysis does not 
prove relationships and should not be constructed as doing so, but it does give insight into what is 
happening where” (p. 146). What the data presented in this chapter reflects is the existing ethno-
linguistic diversity in Turkey from 1927-1965 despite the continued lack of recognition from the 
Turkish government in the pursuit of a civic, homogenous civic identity. Nevertheless, this data also 
shows that despite the language of the language policies and legislation, policies are not interpreted 
nor implemented at the same time. Policy impacts and in this case, language policy impacts, take 
time to impact populations that are geographically removed from the center(s) of government 
power. Furthermore, the aggregated data (and calculations) are limited in what they can provide, e.g., 
none of this data distinguish language loss that is caused by death, emigration, fertility decline or 
some combination of these (or other) factors.  
 
Conclusion  
The history of the beginning years of the Turkish Republic clearly shows that the 
establishment of one language provided a fulcrum around which the nation-state building could take 
place. Religion was not an option because of the secular philosophy Atatürk established, and 
ethnicity could not be an option, since diversity implied division. Thus, the Turkish language was 
given primacy over other languages in order to legitimate a civic Turkish identity for the fledgling 
republic as well as a means of communicating the new statist ideology to the people. And as Kornfilt 
(1987) points out, that the “language reforms, which can be said to have started with the „writing 
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reform‟, should… be viewed within a tradition of a search for a national [or unifying] language, 
combined with a general campaign for westernization…” (p. 623). And in ethnically mixed areas, 
ethnic origins are hard to determine and so, language becomes an easier proxy for ethnicity.  
Additionally a question that using the census data raises is” why did language data continue 
to be collected after 1965 but not made publicly available?” The reason for this might be linked to 
labor and university revolutions that were spreading around the world which spawned  identity 
rights-related protests and demonstrations. Although not definitive, this would be an interesting 
topic for future research.  
While the wider relevance of the Turkish case is that it reinforces the assumption that any 
language policy which privileges one or a few languages over others inevitably marginalizes other 
speakers, this case also shows is that this type of interventionist change does not take place over 
night, but is geographically both implemented and experienced unevenly. The privileging of the 
Turkish language was not without short-term backlash. The effect of such an aggressive language 
agenda was essentially linguistic anarchy. Atatürk was recorded saying that “we have brought the 
language to deadlock… we also have to save it from this deadlock” (Atay, 1969, p. 477). Again, 
although he was not a linguist or educationalist, he was intuitively aware of and anticipated this 
interaction between language and education. Spearman and Turfan recount an incident in 1923, 
when  
a motion was put forward recommending the adoption of the Latin script, he was unwilling 
to support it, because, as he subsequently explained to a journalist, „the time for the script 
reform was not then ripe.‟ Before it could be introduced with any chance of success, the 
Government had to secure control of education. (p. 90) 
 
After this period in 1928, Atatürk himself went into provincial schools and taught students the new 
characters leading to the “training of trainers”, i.e., teachers, civil servants, staff, academics, writers, 
intellectuals, etc., who were required to learn the new characters. Subsequently, a nation-wide 
education program establishing that all formal educative endeavors must use the new alphabet was 
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created and implemented by the next semester for school aged children, along with adult language 
education programs, the Schools for the Nations (Millet Mektupları) which is further discussed in the 
next chapter.  
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Chapter Five 
 
Education and Identity Formation 
The legitimacy of language as a political symbol and its socio-cultural capital is increased 
when a government institutes a specific language policy and planning process since not only did 
there need to be a common identity (language as a symbol), it is necessary to harness some 
mechanism or tool to propagate that commonality (social reproduction via institutions) (Bahktin, 
1981, p. 67). In this way, the acquisition of a national language was connected with other aspects of 
socialization into a nation’s life and the sustained reproduction of a national identity. Language then 
becomes both a message and a medium. Bahktin argues that the interconnectedness between the 
two is unavoidable because of the “ideologically saturated nature of language and the social 
construction of meaning.” He theorizes that by seeing language like this,  
We are taking language not as a system of abstract grammatical categories, but rather 
language conceived as ideologically saturated, language as a world view, even as a concrete 
opinion, insuring a maximum of mutual understanding in all spheres of ideological life. Thus 
a unitary language gives expression to forces working towards concrete verbal and 
ideological unification and centralization which develop in vital connection with processes of 
sociopolitical and cultural centralization. (Bahktin, 1981, p. 74) 
 
In Turkey, even before the recognition of the Turkish Republic by the international 
community post-1922, Atatürk established the nationalist’s own National Ministry of Education on 
May 2, 1920 (Szyliowicz, 1973, p. 200). Before further discussion however, it is worth noting that 
despite Atatürk’s reforms, it would be remiss to say that the reforms were all due to the change in 
regime. In fact, language and education reforms were taking place under the Ottoman administration 
in the 19th century through the pre-WWI years.   But on August 25, 1924, Atatürk gave a speech to 
the Turkish teachers union “education should produce free-thinking people, capable of playing a 
successful part in economic life. National morals should be founded on the principles of 
civilization” (Mango, 1999, p. 410).  
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Andreas Kazamias (1966) writes, in Turkey “formal education or schools were considered 
crucial agents or vehicles for disseminating Western ideas and accomplishing the modernizing goals 
of both the Ottomans and the Turks” (p. 19). He goes on to write that in one sense, the “entire 
modernization movement was an experiment in education: how to create new values, new 
ideologies, new human beings, or new Turks” (p.19). In this way, the study of education cannot be 
separated from other disciplines, but needs to be seen within the larger socio-political and historical 
context in which it is being formed. According the Ministry of Education (MEB) then, the aim of 
education was 
The greatest desire of this Society which is based on democratic and secular principles and 
which is adapted in the social and economic fields to the general life conditions of Western 
Civilization is to work for the benefit of mankind while enjoying all the privileges of civilized 
life within the Family of Nations. In order to reach this goal, it has above all been necessary 
to establish an educational system in all its stages in such a way as to diffuse its light to all 
classes of population. In Turkey economic, class or family differences constitute no reason 
for distinction in so far as education is concerned. The school system has been so adjusted 
that the child of any citizen can attend either a school of general culture or one that imparts 
technical knowledge. The only requisite is ability. Primary, secondary, vocational and 
technical education are all free. Students of poorer families attending institutions of higher 
learning are given the opportunity to pursue their education free… (1975, p. III)  
 
 Since then, the Turkish education system has undergone a number of reforms, which have 
tried to compromise between the Kemalist ideologies and the ever-increasing number of 
stakeholders in nation-state policy making processes. In the Turkish case, this includes the 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), the World Bank, the United 
Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), and perhaps most 
significantly, the European Union (EU).  
 Because the Turkish education system has been closely associated with the earlier language 
reforms both symbolically and substantively, this chapter examines this relationship, as well as the 
way that the philosophies undergirding education policies are increasingly conflicted due to changing 
actors and administration priorities. This chapter continues to examine what relationships exist 
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between geo-spatial distribution and various indicators, e.g., ethnicity, language, and education. This 
chapter also intends to see how the links between language, education, and geography worked 
together to contribute to the construction of the larger habitus the Turkish government aspired to 
build.    
 
Historical Background 
Until the middle of the 19th century, the only schools that existed in the Ottoman Empire 
were the religious schools (medresses). But as part of the Tanzimat reforms of the mid-1800’s, some 
secondary schools which provided a liberal education were formed by the permission of Sultan 
Abdul Medjid (Price, 1968). And in 1859 an Imperial decree issuing general and compulsory 
education was given, although since it was never implemented it was considered a “dead letter” 
(Price, 1968, p. 207). Additionally, foreign trading partners with the Empire, i.e., Great Britain, US, 
France, and Germany, set up foreign schools for their nationals working in Istanbul and the Balkan 
provinces. Some of the notable examples of this include Robert College in Istanbul and the 
American University in Beirut. However, when Murat V was deposed and Abdul Hamid II took the 
throne in 1876, the education reforms were revoked with the exception of schools that were run or 
established by foreign governments and were protected by bilateral agreements. But despite the 
politically tumultuous nature of the end of the 19th and early 20th centuries, the Ottoman 
government under the rule of the Young Turks continued to attempt social reform through language 
simplification and education reform (1913). Although announced, no change took place until after 
the establishment of the Republic in 1923 (Karakaşoğlu, 2007, p. 783).  
The first of the Republican education reforms took place on March 3, 1924, when the 
Minister of Education, Vasuf Bey, abolished all the religious schools (medresses) vis-à-vis the Law No. 
430, The Unification of Education (1924). Since new schools (e.g., military, foreign) continued to be 
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opened and did not come fully under the auspices of the government until later, it is possible that 
Law No. 430 was not meant to unify the schools under the Ministry, but to abolish religious schools. 
But as Toynbee and Kirkwood (1927) note, “It was thought that the suppression of these ancient 
ecclesiastical institutions would arose a storm of protest; but the nation was silent, the Ulam-āwas 
silent, and the religious schools vanished apparently unmourned” (p. 246). Mango (1999) writes  
A unified education system implied the closure of the medresses–the religious schools which 
trained the ulema in Arabic, the scriptures and traditions, and canon law. To replace them 
with secular, Turkish-language schools would put an end to the transmission of the Islamic 
religious and cultural heritage. There were to be other consequences. Non-Turkish Muslims 
never had secular schools providing education in their own languages, but in the medreses 
local teachers could provide explanations in their own vernacular, such as Kurdish. Now 
they would be educated exclusively in Turkish. (p. 403)  
 
The two key things which took place here were (a) the separation between secular and religious and 
(b) the Turkification of the Turkish civic identity in alignment with Atatürk’s previously mentioned 
fundamental six principles (inkilap), populism (halkçılık), secularism (laiklik), revolutionism 
(ınkılapçılık), nationalism (milliyetçilik), statism (devletcilik), and republicanism (cumhuriyetçilik) 
(Karakaşoğlu, 2007). Note that in the Turkish context, liberalization, liberals, and progressives are 
often associated with Islam or the Islamization programs, whereas conservatives are adherents of the 
Kemalist commitment to secularism.  
To date, the MEB oversees all educational institutions in the country excluding higher 
education, which is under the auspices of the Council of Higher Education (Yüksek Öğretim Kurulu 
(YÖK)). Figure 6 shows the basic flow of control and accountability in the Turkish Education 
system.  
 
 115 
 
 
 
Figure 6. Flow chart of control and accountability in the Turkish education system. Adapted from 
Educational systems. An introduction to structures and functions, by T. Oğuzkan, 2002, p. 67.  
 
Although the arrows suggest there is a dialogic relationship between institutions regarding 
control and accountability, in actuality, the Turkish education system remains a highly centralized, 
top down institution, where the institutions that are in control also hold the others accountable. This 
top heavy infrastructure is reflected in figure 7, with the schools and superintendents operating at 
the local level and all other levels of leadership and bureaucracy at the central government office.   
 
 
Figure 7. The organization of the Ministry of National Education. Adapted from Educational systems. 
An introduction to structures and functions, by T. Oğuzkan, 2002, p. 65.  
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Related legislation. In addition to the Law on the Unification of Education (No. 430, 
1924), a number of other significant pieces of legislation have been passed by the TBMM include:   
 Law Relating to the Adoption of the New Turkish Alphabet (No. 1353, 1928). This law 
replaced Arabic script with the Roman alphabet.  
 
 Basic Law of National Education (No. 1739, 1973). This law established the guidelines and 
conduct for the whole education system. This law was amended by Law No. 2842 in 1983. 
Article 32 of Basic Law No. 1739 allowed male students to become imams, and both male 
and female students to become preachers or Q’uranic course instructors.  
 
 Elementary Education Law (No. 222, 1961). This law contained provisions regarding the 
organization and operation of elementary education. The age for compulsory education was 
made from six to fourteen years old, requiring at least five-year education in primary schools. 
This law then “classified the institutions of elementary education into the categories of 
compulsory and optional education.”  
 
 Law on Institutions of Private Education (No. 625, 1965). This law regulated the 
organization and operation of private education institutions. This put private institutions 
under close supervision by the Ministry of National Education Youth and Sports.  
 
Levels of education reform. The legislation for education reforms were accompanied by 
supporting changes, e.g., the diversification of the school types and teacher training program 
development. Teachers under the new system were trained in village institutes, which were located 
throughout Anatolia. These village institutes were trained “under conditions of Spartan severity” 
(Price, 1968, p. 209) which meant that they were not near the more urban areas nor did they have 
anything beyond the bare essentials. According to Price (1968), “The whole training was arranged so 
as to make the young man or woman learn that not only were they teachers but also leaders and 
pioneers of new ideas in the development of rural life” (p. 209). These courses took six years and 
covered everything from academic subjects (i.e., reading, writing, history, etc.) to vocational skills 
(i.e., carpentering, needlework, farming, etc.). The overall aim of this program was to produce a 
greater number of more “comprehensively trained” teachers.  
In order to help facilitate Turkish language learning by non-Muslims, non-Turks, and people 
in the rural areas, special language programs called “People’s Houses” were developed. The 
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expressed purpose of these houses was then to be “engaged continuously and more closely in order 
to educate or convert those whose mother tongue is not Turkish or who speak another language at 
home even if they do speak Turkish” (Çolak, 2004, p.81).  
In 1997, compulsory education was extended from five to eight years through Law No. 4306 
on National Education. Law No. 4306 was implemented as part of the MEB’s Program for 
Educational Modernization for the 21st Century, which included the following goals:  
 Reducing class size to 30 students;  
 
 Replacing two-shift education with full day schooling;  
 
 Transportation for students to school and/or the provision of dormitory facilities;  
 
 Teaching at least one foreign language at the primary level;  
 
 The incorporation of technology into teaching and learning; and  
 
 Provision of up-to-date educational materials and resources.  
 
Law No. 4306 also included a provision for non-traditional students; that is, students that are 
beyond basic education school age to complete their education.  
 Despite the education reform discussions that have been taking place, the Turkish education 
system continues to face a number of challenges. These challenges include: the lack of equitable 
resource and teacher distribution, disparities between urban and rural communities, overcrowded 
multi-grade classrooms, a disproportionate ratio of teachers to students, and the increasing number 
of stakeholders in the education system (OECD, 2005).   
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Figure 8. General outline of the Turkish education system. Adapted from Educational systems. An 
introduction to structures and functions, by T. Oğuzkan, 2002, p.75.  
 
Figure 8 represents Turkey’s general education system today. Among its population of 73 
million people, approximately 29% are under the age of 15.  About 11 million students are currently 
enrolled in the compulsory eight year primary education track, with an additional 3 million students 
in vocational, technical, or general secondary institutions. And in 2007, approximately 1.58 million 
students took the national university entrance exam (Öğrenci Seçenek Sınavı (ÖSS)) for the 413,000 
seats at different Turkish higher education institutions, which included four year and two year degree 
programs (O’Dwyer, Aksit, and Sands, 2010, p. 193).  Figure 9 shows the trend of student 
enrollment at the different levels of education from 1927-28 to 1995. The figure reflects the 
dramatic increase in students enrolled in institutions of higher education between 1980 and 1995, 
while demand at other levels did not reflect such an increase.  
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Figure 9. Student enrollment in the different levels of education (1927/28-2008). Adapted from 
Turkey’s statistical yearbook 1923-2008, by Türkiye İstatistik Kurumu, 2008.  
 
While figure 9 does not provide insight into how student enrollment is distributed, it does 
provide a picture of the general, gradual upward trend in enrollment over time, particularly in higher 
education institutions after 1980.    
 
Findings  
 Based on the data provided in the Annual Statistics Yearbook Compendium (1923-2008), the first 
part of this section provides an overview of the Turkish educational context using aggregated data. 
When using statistical education measures, there are different types that can be utilized. As Wade 
(2001) outlines, data can be classified into four categories:  
 Assessment data, which includes students’ performance measurements, e.g., standardized 
test scores and other types of assessment test scores and grade point averages;  
 
 Demographic data, e.g., school enrollment, attendance, grade level, ethnicity, gender, and 
language;  
 
 Perceptions data, which focuses on how schools are perceived by its different stakeholders 
(students, families, community, state); and  
 
 Program data, which focuses on program evaluation, teaching and classroom practices.  
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In this study, demographic-related data found in state-collected censuses was used to explore the 
connection between language, geography, and education.  
And as stated on the UNESCO website, “Literacy is at the heart of basic education for all, 
and essential for eradicating poverty, reducing child mortality, curbing population growth, achieving 
gender equality and ensuring sustainable development, peace and democracy” (UNESCO, n.d.). 
Because literacy is essential to equipping students (and adults) with the tools for academic 
achievement and lifelong learning, it provides a valuable indicator regarding the impact of 
educational reform. Today, literacy has expanded to include things like digital, financial, and 
technological literacies, which refers to the ability to use information in broader societal contexts 
(OECD, n.d.). To stay consistent with the demographic-oriented data examined in this project, 
demographic-related school data was collected and compiled. As UNESCO (n.d.) notes that literacy 
is foundational to educational achievement, as well as fundamental to participation in society, and it 
“plays a central part in the way societies are organized, in the way decisions are made and 
communicated, in the development of democracy and participation” (UNESCO, adult-literacy).  
However, as an indicator, literacy can be problematic particularly if recorded through 
instruments like censuses. Because censuses are often self-reported, the criteria are usually general, 
e.g., in the Turkish census, literacy was defined by two main criteria, (a) being able (or unable) to 
read and write and (b) in the Turkish language (as opposed to other languages). Note that the 
Turkish census does not provide a standard or criteria for what constitutes being able to read and/or 
write. However, despite or perhaps regardless of its problematic nature, literacy continues to be a 
default measure of the educational performance for people in macro-level studies.   
For this project, literacy levels and graduation rates (last school level completed) were 
recorded and analyzed when available, at both the national and provincial levels, because both were 
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collected as a means of linking literacy and school enrollment/completion to education on the 
censuses taking place between 1927-1990.   
 Overview of aggregate data. To situate the discussion regarding education in its overall 
context, relevant data was digitized from statistical yearbooks, as well as national censuses. 
Comprehensive data sets are available in Appendices C-I. Figure 10 provides a graphical picture of 
the rates of change between the 1935/36 and 2000/01 school years, looking at number of schools, 
teachers, overall enrollment, and school graduates.  
 
 
Figure 10. Rates of change between the 1935/36 and the 2000/01 school years (schools, teachers, 
enrollment, graduates). Adapted from Turkey’s statistical yearbook 1923-2008, by Türkiye İstatistik 
Kurumu, 2008. 
 
Teachers and enrollment follow similar patterns in the time frame, with an increase of 
approximately 55% between 1990/91 and 2000/01, while in the same time period the number of 
schools and graduates actually decreased by approximately negative five to 30%. This would suggest 
that while student enrollment/completion and the supply of teachers followed similar patterns, 
infrastructure development (i.e., school buildings and facilities) was unable change at the same rates. 
An interesting point in the chart is the time period between 1935/36 and 1940/41, where there was 
a dramatic increase in number of graduates, school, and teachers suggesting an aggressive 
expansionist period.  
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But comparing number of schools to teachers, it is interesting to see that while the actual 
supply of teachers exponentially increased, particularly between 1980 and 2000, the number of 
schools remained static, even declining in the 2000/01 school year. This seems to affirm the 
observation from figure 10, which is that while the supply of teachers was plentiful, the MEB was 
unable to expand its educational infrastructure at the same rate between 1990 and 2000.   
 When comparing the actual number of student enrollment (official) to graduates, where are 
graduates and school enrollment are not specified (grade levels, etc.), there seems to be increasingly a 
disproportionate number of students enrolled in school compared to ones that are actually 
completing school. And while school enrollment has steadily risen, the number of graduates seems 
to have plateaued in the period between the 1980/81 to 2000/01 school years.   
 
Analysis   
While it is interesting to see trends over time, this data is limited by a number of factors. As 
aforementioned, there is no further detail regarding student enrollment and graduates. Based on the 
data collected from the censuses, school enrollment and graduates were recorded by age (as 
compared to the statistical yearbooks), which does provide a more nuanced picture of trends. 
However, this data is intermittent since there was no rubric or consistent way of reporting 
aggregated data and so, from census to census, statistical aggregation practices vary. Also by looking 
at these aggregate trends, this analysis fails to show geographical or urban/rural differences in the 
ratio of students to teachers, numbers of schools, etc.  
 Literacy. In order to expedite and increase the Turkish language literate population, the 
government established the “Schools for the Nation” (Millet Mektepleri), which were to be attended 
by all citizens between the ages of 15 and 45 (Karakaşoğlu, 2007, p. 783). In 1927, about 8.2% of the 
population of approximately 13 million was recorded as being literate (see figure 11).  
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Figure 11. Percentage of the population by literacy (1927). Adapted from Genel nüfus sayımı 1935.  
[General census 1935], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1937.  
 
Looking at the aggregate census data overall, there has been an increase in literacy since then (and 
decrease in illiteracy) as seen in the trend lines in figure 12. 
 
Figure 12. A longitudinal look at the percentage of the population by literacy. Adapted from Genel 
nüfus sayımı 1935, 1940, 1945, 1950, 1955, 1960, 1965 [General census 1935, 1945, 1950, 1955, 1960, 
1965], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1937, 1940, 1950, 1955, 
1961, 1965, 1969 and from Turkey’s statistical yearbook 1923-2008, by Türkiye İstatistik Kurumu, 2008. 
 
It is striking to see that from 1935 to 1970, the overall Turkish population went from being 
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century, one of the limitations of this data is the ill-defined nature of what constitutes literacy. Again, 
it is not clear what how literacy is defined since the census results are self-reported and the census 
question simply asks whether the reportee can read, cannot read, can read and write (see Appendix 
A).  
 Literacy and language. In addition to aggregating the data at the national, provincial, and 
cities levels, the censuses were cross-aggregated in a few other ways that provide snapshots into the 
broader society at different points in time. These snapshots are briefly discussed in this section. In 
the 1945 census, the collected data on literacy was also cross-aggregated by language as seen in figure 
13. On the unhighlighted right side of the figure is a list of languages self-identified as their mother 
tongues. On the highlighted left side of the figure is a list of different language speakers that also 
identified themselves as literate (where literacy is defined as being able to read and write vs. only 
being able to read).  
 
 
Figure 13. Literacy of the general population by language (percentage)(1945). a Where “0.0” is present, 
this means that there were census respondents that reported that language as their mother tongue 
but the total was not visible per 1,000. Adapted from Genel nüfus sayımı 1945 [General census 1945], by 
Türkiye Cumhuriyeti Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1950.  
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As seen in figure 13, within the non-Turkish language speaking population, there were still 
relatively high recorded rates of literacy in 1945. The left side of the table lists the 15 largest 
languages spoken by 1945 census participants from largest to smallest (a comprehensive list can be 
found in Appendix D). For comparison, the grey box (right) lists the 15 languages with the highest 
rates of literacy. Note that between the groups only five languages overlap (i.e., Greek, Jewish, 
Armenian, Spanish, and Tatar). Interestingly, literacy was loosely defined as being able to read and 
write through 1960. In the 1960 and 1965 censuses, literacy becomes defined as being able to read 
and write in the new Turkish alphabet (Romanized letters). And in the 1970-1990 censuses, literacy 
is explicitly defined as being able as reading and writing in Turkish – the ability to read in other 
languages is listed as illiterate.  
Going back to the 1945 census however, the higher levels of literacy within non-Turkish 
populations may be due to the type of employment that foreigners had, the allowance of foreign 
schools for different Judeo-Christian minorities and Europeans, or the history of publishing that 
non-Muslim minorities had under the Ottoman rule (Karakaşoğlu, 2007, p. 783).  
Table 18         
Literacy of the General Population by Percentage and by Religion (1960)  
 
 
Religion Total Pop % Literate  Illiterate  Unknown  Total % 
Islam 22293521 98.9 39.1 60.8 0.1 100.0 
Catholics 22406 0.1 86.1 13.8 0.1 100.0 
Orthodox 93882 0.4 68.6 31.3 0.1 100.0 
Gregorian 63940 0.3 72.4 27.4 0.2 100.0 
Other Christians 8903 0.0 56.7 43.0 0.2 100.0 
Jewish 41093 0.2 86.1 13.7 0.2 100.0 
       
(continued) 
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Table 18 (continued) 
 
Religion Total Pop % Literate  Illiterate  Unknown  Total % 
Other religions 2090 0.0 51.2 48.6 0.2 100.0 
Atheist 340 0.0 69.1 27.4 3.5 100.0 
Unknown 
 
1002 
 
0.0 
 
70.5 
 
25.5 
 
4.0 
 
100.0 
 
Note. Adapted from Genel nüfus sayımı 1960 [General census 1960], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti Başbakanlık 
İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1960. 
 
The reasoning for organizing the literacy by language is unclear, since this census was taken 
after the Lausanne Treaty and minorities were defined by religious minorities and not ethno-
linguistic criteria. One potential reason for this might have been to see what the demographic 
makeup of the Republic was since the 1935 census. Another reason for this type of taxonomic 
organization might have been to assess the diffusion of the Kemalist language and literacy reforms 
of the 1930s. 
Similar to the data from the 1945 census, the Judeo-Christian minorities in table 18 have 
relatively high levels of literacy as compared to those that reported that they were Muslim. One 
could speculate that despite the intense Turkification of school curricula and Turkish as the official 
language of public education again, in reality, the actual implementation of these policies took a long 
time. Moreover, since the religious minorities were allowed to open and maintain schools taught in 
their mother tongue(s), this may be indicative of a relationship between mother tongue education 
and the reproduction of language and literacy within these populations.    
 This corroborates other research done on language and education. Joshua Fishman (1998) 
observes that “Local tongues foster higher levels of school success, higher degrees of participation 
in local government, more informed citizenship, and better knowledge of one’s own culture, history 
and faith” (p. 45). Oftentimes, for minority students, failure to achieve in school is “compounded by 
the fact that many do not speak the national language at home and thus begin primary school at a 
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disadvantage” (Ringold et al., 2005, p. 45). In the Turkish example, one could make a stronger case if 
age and language by literacy were measured against each other. This would provide a clearer picture 
of the relationship these relationships of younger populations, thus making a case for the role of 
mother tongue language schools and social reproduction.    
Education stratification is often examined but what this data points to is the lack of access or 
inequity that could be examined within groups, namely among Muslims. It may be that in addition to 
ethno-linguistic and racial discrimination, the difference in treatment between Sunni (the Turkish 
Muslim majority), and other branches of Islam, e.g., Alevi Islam, might have a significant impact on 
educational outcomes. To provide a closer look at regional differences and changes taking place 
within the provinces, provincial-level data was digitized and examined. The raw literacy and 
graduation data were digitized and then re-aggregated in order to calculate rates of change, as well as 
to calculate the percentages within the populations, allowing them to be compared across time.  
 
 
Figure 14. Provinces with a > 50% literate population in 1935. a (--) Indicates that the province name 
changes at some point in the census cycle. Adapted from Genel nüfus sayımı 1935, 1940, 1945, 1950, 
1955, 1960, 1965 [General census 1935, 1945, 1950, 1955, 1960, 1965], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti 
Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1937, 1940, 1950, 1955, 1961, 1965, 1969.  
Province Sparklines 1935 1945 1950 1955 1960 1965
Kırklareli 55.3 43 47.9 56.3 56.8 68.8
Kars 52.6 26.9 26.1 34.6 29.9 37.6
Van 52.3 13.4 11.5 18.4 16.6 24
Ağrı 52.2 13.9 12.3 20.8 17.1 25.9
Seyhan (--) 52 29.3 10.7 39.9 15.9
Istanbul 51.8 68 70.4 73.6 46.5 77.3
Tekirdağ 51.6 39.8 21.8 52.3 28.8 62.6
Gaziantep 51.4 18.3 20 26.2 27.2 37.2
Muş 51.2 8.4 12.2 18.8 17.4 24.2
Izmir 51.1 49.9 99.4 57.4 72.9 65.5
Ankara 51.1 43.3 45.1 52.9 55 65.2
Çanakkale 51 38.2 43.3 51.8 30.2 58.3
Maraş 50.3 17.2 17.6 76 23.1 32.7
Kocaeli 50.3 37.8 40 48.8 49.5 59
Edirne 50.2 35.3 41.3 48.3 47.7 60
Diyarbakır 50.1 14.6 13.9 19.7 19.8 25.8
Elazığ 50 19.8 21.6 29 28.6 37.9
Urfa 50 10.8 14.6 16.4 21.5
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In 1935, 18 provinces had a literate population of 50% or more (figure 14) and in 1965, this 
was true for 21 provinces (figure 15).  See Appendix H for complete summary data set. When 
looking at the 18 provinces that had a 50% or greater literate population in 1935 (figure 14), there 
are some interesting trends that are observed. Given the overall national aggregate trend in literacy, 
where literacy of the overall population steadily increased from 1927 to the present, it is surprising to 
see fluctuations in the figure 14 sparklines. Note that there are some unexpected decreases in literacy 
rates (city, year) (i.e., Seyhan, 1945; Istanbul, 1960; Çanakkale, 1960; Tekirdağ, 1960).    
A quick note about sparklines. Sparklines are “small, high-resolution graphics usually 
embedded in a full context of words, numbers, images. Sparklines are datawords, data-intense, 
design-simple, word-sized graphics” (Tufte, 2001, p. 171). Using them ensures that “comparisons 
must be enforced between the scope of the eye span” and allows the viewer to “make comparisons 
at a glance-uninterrupted by visual reasoning. Constancy of design puts the emphasis on changes in 
data, not changes in data frames” (Tufte, 1990, p. 76, 67). Sparklines were chosen to visualize 
directionality in changes among language groups, which might have appeared confusing or cluttered 
in a larger graphical figure because of the number of different language groups.    
What is more striking is the geographical distribution of these literacy rates. As seen in figure 
14, half of these provinces are situated in the urban and political centers located in the West, but also 
in the East and Southeast. This observation is surprising because of the normative assumption that 
the Southeast has always been more underdeveloped than the West.  
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Figure 15. Provinces with a >50% literate population in 1965. a (--) Indicates that the province name 
changes at some point in the census cycle. b ** This province was added on the 1955 census. c *** 
This province was added on the 1960 census. Adapted from Genel nüfus sayımı 1935, 1940, 1945, 
1950, 1955, 1960, 1965 [General census 1935, 1945, 1950, 1955, 1960, 1965], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti 
Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1937, 1940, 1950, 1955, 1961, 1965, 1969.   
 
For comparison, figure 15 lists the provinces with a literate population greater than 50% in 
1965. Here, the spark line graphs do not provide much more information except that among the 21 
provinces that had a literate population of over 50% in 1965, most experienced steady growth with a 
few exceptions that might be due to census reporting error, calculation error, etc. When comparing 
the geographical distribution of the top provinces from figure 14 (1935) to the top provinces in 
figure 15 (1965), the difference is striking. While in 1935, the most literate populations were split 
Province Sparklines 1935 1945 1950 1955 1960 1965
Istanbul 51.8 68 70.4 73.6 46.5 77.3
Kırklareli 55.3 43 47.9 56.3 56.8 68.8
Eskişehir 49.5 48.1 51.3 59.6 57.9 66.7
Izmir 51.1 49.9 99.4 57.4 72.9 65.5
Ankara 51.1 43.3 45.1 52.9 55 65.2
Tekirdağ 51.6 39.8 21.8 52.3 28.8 62.6
Bilecik 47.9 40.1 44 51.3 46.9 60.1
Edirne 50.2 35.3 41.3 48.3 47.7 60
Sakarya ** 26.9 47.9 49.5 59.2
Kocaeli 50.3 37.8 40 48.8 49.5 59
Çanakkale 51 38.2 43.3 51.8 30.2 58.3
Bursa 49 37.9 41.8 49.3 48.8 58.1
Muğla 47.4 36 42.3 48.4 48.6 56.2
Isparta 47 34.7 38.2 47.5 56 55.1
Içel 49.5 32.7 35.1 45.1 44.2 54.8
Burdur 47.1 32.7 38 48.6 47.7 54.5
Balıkesir 49.2 31.8 37.2 44.7 45.7 53.6
Aydın 48.3 30.4 37 43.2 43.3 53.2
Manisa 49 30.7 33.8 41.7 42.3 51.9
Denizli 46.5 30.2 35.5 47.7 40.7 51.5
Konya 47.8 28.3 31.1 40.8 39.7 51.3
Artvin ***  44 51
Adana **  40.3 50.2
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between the east and west, as figure 16 shows, by 1965, the most literate populations were all located 
in the west.  
 
Figure 16. A map of the population by literacy (1935, 1965). Adapted from Genel nüfus sayımı 1935, 
1940, 1945, 1950, 1955, 1960, 1965 [General census 1935, 1945, 1950, 1955, 1960, 1965], by Türkiye 
Cumhuriyeti Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1937, 1940, 1950, 1955, 1961, 1965, 1969.    
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It is possible that the educational and literacy reforms were more quickly dispersed 
throughout the more western provinces due to proximity and greater numbers of Turkish language 
speakers (see chapter four). In figure 16, the data from figures 14 and 15 was layered on top of the 
appropriate base map. But these tabular data does not take into consideration population density in 
relation to literate populations. In this case, a cartogram map might provide a more accurate 
representation of the relationship between population density, literacy, and geo-spatial distribution.  
Graduation rates (school completion). If in fact, literacy is a reflection of growing 
aggregate academic achievement, it follows that there should be a similar lag or discrepancy in 
observable graduation/school completion rate. Table 19 lists the provinces with the 25 highest non-
graduation rates as provided by the 1935 and 1965 censuses.   
Table 19  
Percentage of the Population That did not Graduate From School by Province (1935, 1965) 
 
 
Did Not Graduate 
 Did Not Graduate 
 1935 1965  1935 1965 
Bingöl 51.5 44.2 Trabzon 43.8 39.2 
Giresun 49.6 38.8 Bolu 43.5 37.1 
Ordu 48.2 38.4 Çankiri 43.3 32.8 
Urfa 48.1 41.5 Sinop 43 35.3 
Siirt 47.8 43.6 Çanakkale 43 35.4 
Muş 47.6 43.1 Edirne 42.9 32.8 
Mardin 47.4 43.8 Hatay 42.8 35.2 
Van 46.6 40.7 Ağrı 41.8 40.3 
Adıyaman 46.2 40.7 Gümüşhane 41.8 38.2 
Maraş 45.9 37.3 Rize 41.7 36.3 
Kırklareli 45.6 31.5 Tokat 41.5 33.4 
Niğde 44.6 35.3 Diyarbakır 41.4 35.8 
Nevşehir 
 
44.4 
 
27.2 
 
   Note. Adapted from Genel nüfus sayımı 1935, 1965 [General census 1935, 1965], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti 
Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1937, 1969. 
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Figure 17. Percentage of the population that did not graduate from school by province (1935 and 
1965). Adapted from Genel nüfus sayımı 1935, 1965 [General census 1935, 1965], by Türkiye 
Cumhuriyeti Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1937, 1969. 
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Different from table 19, table 20 lists the 25 provinces with the highest rates of people 
whose last level of school completion was primary school from highest to lowest. The left column is 
in the highest to lowest order in 1935 and the column (right) the corresponding order in 1965, 
reflecting the variance that took place in that 30 year period.  
Table 20 
 
Percentage of the Population That Completed Primary School by Province (1935, 1965) 
 
 
 
Primary   
 
Primary 
Province 1935 1965  Province 1935 1965 
Çorum 69.5 57.1  Muğla 66.2 72.1 
Manisa 69.5 63.5  Denizli 61.4 68.4 
Muğla 66.2 72.1  A. Karahisar 58.7 68.3 
Burdur 64.0 68.0  Burdur 64.0 68.0 
Isparta 63.9 66.9  Isparta 63.9 66.9 
Izmir 62.6 59.9  Eskişehir 60.0 66.3 
Bilecik 62.5 65.1  Nevşehir 51.1 66.0 
Denizli 61.4 68.4  Konya 54.7 65.5 
Eskişehir 60.0 66.3  Bilecik 62.5 65.1 
Tunceli 58.8 52.8  Antalya 58.0 64.9 
A. Karahisar 58.7 68.3  Uşak 53.9 63.8 
Amasya 58.6 60.0  Manisa 69.5 63.5 
Antalya 58.0 64.9  Yozgat 54.6 63.3 
Samsun 56.9 57.7  Aydın 54.1 63.1 
Kütahya 56.9 59.7  Artvin 56.1 62.3 
Adana 56.5 58.5  Balıkesir 52.2 62.1 
Zonguldak 56.5 60.9  Sakarya 54.8 62.0 
Artvin 56.1 62.3  Zonguldak 56.5 60.9 
Bursa 55.8 60.5  Kırklareli 47.5 60.7 
Sakarya 54.8 62.0  Bursa 55.8 60.5 
Konya 54.7 65.5  Çankiri 50.6 60.1 
Yozgat 54.6 63.3  Kayseri 52.0 60.0 
Içel 54.2 58.3  Amasya 58.6 60.0 
Aydın 54.1 63.1  Izmir 62.6 59.9 
Kastamonu 
 
54.0 
 
56.6 
  
Kütahya 
 
56.9 
 
59.7 
 
Note. Adapted from Genel nüfus sayımı 1935, 1965 [General census 1935, 1965], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti 
Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1937, 1969. 
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Figure 18. Percentage of the population that completed primary school by province (1935, 1965). 
Adapted from Genel nüfus sayımı 1935, 1965 [General census 1935, 1965], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti 
Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1937, 1969. 
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Among the 25 provinces with the highest rates of reported “Did Not Graduate” and 
“Primary School” as the last level of school completed levels, in 1935, there was a mix of provinces 
located throughout the country. Again, looking at the mapping distribution, one observes that by 
1965, the distribution shifts primarily to the east (from north to south). When comparing figures 17 
and 18, what becomes evident is that already pre-existing disparities in education, which correspond 
to location of different ethnolinguistic communities, were further exacerbated by the policy changes 
that were being implemented. But even this was not an overnight or systematic change; as the next 
section further develops, the uneven distribution of change and education reform was largely 
dependent on the financial state of the Republic. This is something that is not often discussed in 
studies looking at national language and education policy and planning processes but may have more 
generalizable applications in future studies.  
 
Other Areas for Study 
Literacy and language reforms, as well as the development of a compulsory and complex  
education system in Turkey, has historically always been linked to its nation-state building process. 
But these are social policies where more generally, the ways nation-states are changing can be seen, 
that is, the dynamic nature of agenda setting by nation-states, along with changing actors and 
influences in the policy production process. Note that education reform and human capital 
development needs to be thought of holistically and systemically. Due to time constraints, the scope 
of this project has been limited to bookends of education, basic and tertiary education. And because 
Turkey’s secondary education sector is so diverse, it seemed more efficient to look at the 
development of the basic education sector to set the changing context of education reform over 
time, and similarly in the higher education sector. Because of the diversification of the Turkish 
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education system, a longitudinal study linking the different levels to each other, would be challenging 
to do, but would be interesting for future research.  
However, given the limitations of the variables that the census chose to use to get a sense of 
the educational aptitude of its citizens, other data was also examined including macro and province 
level education budget lines. Table 23 shows the budgeted amount for education between 1927 and 
1930, the total projected expenditures, and percentage of that total.   
Table 21 
Turkish National Education Budget Between 1927 and 1930 (old Turkish Liras). 
 
Expenditures 1927 1928 1929 1930 
Education 6,158,930 6,615,804 8,100,009 8,137,233 
Education (%) 3.2% 3.2% 3.7% 3.7% 
Total 
 
194,454,619 
 
207,169,888 
 
220,408,481 
 
222,834,330 
 
Note. Adapted from The Near East Year Book 1930-31, by H.T.M. Bell, 1931, p. 663. 
 
As discussed earlier, despite the expressed desire to institute a brand new alphabet and make primary 
school education compulsory for all students, there is minimal change in the government’s financial 
investment in its educational infrastructure between 1928 and 1930. This reflects the tension 
between expressed political agendas and fiscal reality, given the grave fiscal depression Turkey was in 
coming out of WWI, which the Republic had also inherited from the Ottoman regime (Bell, 1931).   
 Table 22 shows the different financing streams for education between 1934 and 1948, 
graphically represented in figure 19. Figures 20 and 21 then reflect the overall participation in the 
education sector by students, teachers, and the total number of schools. Overall what this data 
points to is a government trying to institute reform quickly but hampered by (among other things) 
the inability to keep up with demand, i.e., teacher training to produce qualified teacher, school 
structures for students, and overall financial investment.  
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Table 22 
 
Money Allocated From Different Funding Streams for Education Between 1934 and 1948  
 
 
School 
Year 
 
Gov’t 
Budget 
 
Special Admin. 
Budget 
 
Particular Institution 
Budget 
 
For Specific 
Turkish Schools 
 
For Minority 
Schools 
 
For Foreign 
Schools 
 
 
Total 
1934-35 8,782,245 11,180,499  590,752 1,174,447 1,151,138 22,879,081 
1935-36 9,827,165 11,201,514  582,144 679,122 986,168 23,276,113 
1936-37 11,005,467 11,556,540  646,374 651,700 959,166 24,819,247 
1937-38 12,161,718 12,148,359 13,520 792,781 661,227 980,081 26,757,686 
1938-39 13,846,111 13,882,235 7,532 884,839 639,919 1,086,178 30,346,814 
1939-40 14,970,355 14,783,735 52,981 1,009,151 635,955 1,230,104 32,682,281 
1940-41 17,068,579 15,238,844 149,014 1,084,883 615,147 1,342,247 35,498,714 
1941-42 20,498,383 17,021,035 42,924 1,211,317 612,526 1,660,709 41,046,894 
1942-43 30,608,835 19,973,050 102,720 1,711,951 690,970 2,185,722 55,273,248 
1943-44 40,731,984 25,154,478 111,704 2,409,178 760,674 2,611,258 71,779,276 
1944-45 54,880,105 28,302,338 138,560 2,059,279 885,830 2,515,554 88,781,666 
1945-46 35,958,309 18,673,577 100,650 1,180,460 600,708 1,605,350 58,119,054 
1946-47 72,349,538 36,420,395 206,386 1,889,953 1,021,265 3,211,093 115,098,630 
1947-48 79,735,179 61,873,872 576,034 2,146,264 1,200,875 3,674,538 149,206,762 
 
 
Note. Adapted from Türkiye istatistik yıllığı 1960-62, [Statistical yearbook of Turkey 1960-62], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti Başbakanlık İstatistik 
Genel Direktörlüğü ,1960-62. 
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Figure 19. Money allocated from different funding streams for education between 1934 and 1948 (in old Turkish Lira). Note. Adapted from 
Türkiye istatistik yıllığı 1960-62, [Statistical yearbook of Turkey 1960-62], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 
1960-62. 
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What is interesting to see is the larger governmental support for foreign schools (which are 
schools run by foreign nationals, e.g., British, U.S., Italian, and French) versus the minority schools 
(which are schools primarily run by Greeks and Armenians). Figures 20 and 21 compare the number 
of schools to teachers, as well as school enrollment to the number of graduates from 1935 to 2000. 
Adding in the element of distribution then further complicates this education supply and demand 
problem. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 20. Comparison of schools and teachers. Adapted from Turkey’s statistical yearbook 1923-2008, 
by Türkiye İstatistik Kurumu, 2008. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 21. Comparison of student enrollment and graduates. Adapted from Turkey’s statistical yearbook 
1923-2008, by Türkiye İstatistik Kurumu, 2008. 
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Table 23 shows the number of schools, teachers, and students (all grades) by province in the 
1928-29 school year.  
Table 23 
The Number of Schools, Teachers, and Students (All Grades) by Province (1928-29) 
 
Provinces 
 
Schools  Teachers  Students  Provinces 
 
Schools  Teachers  Students 
Adana  114 230 6,772 Istanbul  394 1,463 40,905 
Aksaray  26 69 5,986 Izmir  273 613 30,638 
A. Karahisar 108 198 6,661 Kars 72 130 4,213 
Amasya  54 105 3,108 Kastamonu  174 297 7,461 
Ankara  146 320 10,476 Kayseri  120 254 8,362 
Antalya  138 231 7,329 Kırklareli  118 176 6,401 
Artvin 32 57 2,241 Kırşehir 80 126 6,519 
Aydın  107 217 7,607 Kocaeli  189 355 13,986 
Balıkesir  179 422 14,872 Konya  288 513 17,090 
Bayazit  19 40 1,139 Kütahya  179 239 8,753 
Bilecik  100 161 5,986 Malatya 106 196 5,781 
Bitlis  14 35 748 Manisa  225 296 12,267 
Bolu  138 238 9,761 Maraş 82 113 2,788 
Burdur  67 130 5,388 Mardin  20 59 1,543 
Bursa  299 635 18,828 Mersin  66 152 5,066 
Çanakkale  120 220 7,952 Muğla  114 200 7,879 
Çankiri  71 129 4,432 Niğde 93 183 6,679 
Çorum  85 178 4,572 Ordu  83 162 5,187 
Cebelibereket 84 124 9,617 Rize 101 158 5,751 
Denizli  102 240 10,970 Samsun  94 209 6,113 
Diyarbakır  26 81 1,775 Sebinkarahisar  50 102 2,504 
Edirne 152 267 10,015 Siirt 9 16 427 
Elazığ  89 145 5,797 Sinop  54 92 3,044 
Erzincan  70 118 3,403 Sivas  103 198 7,297 
Erzurum  70 146 3,831 Tekirdağ 103 180 7,019 
Eskişehir 98 185 5,573 Tokat  98 188 5,933 
Gaziantep 73 140 4,028 Trabzon  92 167 5,801 
Giresun  43 92 2,583 Urfa  27 119 2,336 
Gümüşhane 57 86 2,013 Van  8 17 420 
Hakkari 2 2 41 Yozgat  89 138 3,656 
Içel  69 107 3,567 Zonguldak  161 236 8,380 
Isparta 
  
36 
 
192 
 
7,147 
 
Total  
 
6,453 
 
12,887 
 
444,417 
 
Note. Adapted from Türkiye istatistik yıllığı, 1929 [Statistical yearbook of Turkey, 1929], by Türkiye 
Cumhuriyeti Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1929.  
 
 141 
 
Even in 1928, the 11% literacy rate coupled with what table 23 shows, a general lack of 
teachers for students already considered part of the education system, the slow implementation and 
enforcement of literacy education and overall attendance was in large part due to a lack of an 
education system. This is particularly true since the existing core schools, the medresses or religious 
schools, were closed down after the passing of the Constitution and Education legislation in 1924 
(mentioned earlier). Note also, that the further one goes from key urban centers in the West (e.g., 
Istanbul, Izmir, Ankara, etc.) the lack of supply of teachers and schools for the demand (number of 
students) becomes more glaringly apparent. Data was further extrapolated from the period between 
1960-62 and has been included in table M1 in Appendix M.  
 What all these different numbers, policies, etc. reflect is the dynamic component of habitus 
building that oftentimes is overlooked. As Bourdieu (1991) posits, the development of a particular 
type of habitus that will reproduce an imagined social identity is not a clear-cut process and is 
dependent on a number of different variables. In the case of the development of a Turkish identity 
through literacy and language interventionist planning policies which were intended to be 
implemented via a reformed education system, the supply side conditions hampered their political 
will.   
To reflect this continual process of changing, adjusting and introduction of new political 
actors, this section will briefly examine how Turkey’s EU accession aspirations have been further 
impacting its education reform efforts. 
EU accession preparation impacts. As part of the accession preparation process, Turkey 
has been applying the Lisbon Benchmarks, standards set for all EU Member and Candidate states, in 
its education sector, including the following:  
 All Member States should at least half the rate of early school leavers, with reference to the 
rate recorded in the year 2000, in order to achieve an EU-average rate of 10% or less;  
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 Member States will have at least halved the level of gender imbalance among graduates in 
mathematics, science, technology whilst securing an overall significant increase of the total 
number of graduates, compared to the year 2000; 
  
 Member States should ensure that average percentage of 25-to-64 year olds in the EU with 
at least upper secondary education reaches 80% or more;  
 
 The percentage of low-achieving 15-year-olds in reading, mathematical and scientific literacy 
will be at least halved in each Member State; and  
 
 The EU-average level of participation in lifelong learning should be at least 15% of the adult 
working age population (25-to-64 year age group) and in no country should it be lower than 
10%. (EC, 2002) 
 
Changes that Turkey is trying to make in the process of harmonizing its education system with that 
of EU requirements however, overlaps with different recommendations that the OECD has made as 
well. Note that in EU discourse, the “shared vision of the EU social policy agenda sees social and 
economic developments, including education as mutually supportive in achieving economic and 
social cohesion in Europe” (EC, p. 118). For the OECD, “nations consider education and training 
as a fundamental tool in ensuring a high level of employment and lifelong learning” (p. 118).   
But while the EU discourses do not emphasize the unique socio-historical context that 
countries’ education systems are situated in, even the OECD acknowledges that the Turkish 
education system is  
… especially sensitive to the historical, constitutional and cultural imperatives for 
maintaining a unified and comparatively centralized national system. Maintaining a 
centralized system is consistent with the nation’s culture and traditions. Nevertheless, within 
such a system, it is important that there be a distribution of authority and responsibility 
among different units and levels that reflect their roles and functions. Ultimately, a modern 
national education system for Turkey should both decentralize and centralize. (p. 138)   
 
Moreover, a criticism that the OECD has for Turkey is regarding its infrastructure, where 
  
the centralized and bureaucratic structure has not helped in promoting national unity, by 
reducing the disparities in participation by gender, region, and socio-economic status. The 
data from PISA that Turkey has the greatest variation both within schools of any 
participating country and high variation between schools suggest that the current structure is 
failing to achieve a unified education space. (p. 137) 
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Underlying the OECD and EU education discourses, is a neo-liberal orientation, with an emphasis 
on citizenship and contribution to the national economy. The OECD’s main recommendation to 
the Turkish government is that it needs to make the “transition from an education system designed 
to select and sort students–based on criteria and means highly correlated with socio-economic 
status–to an education system designed to provide educational opportunities for all people” to their 
maximum potential (p. 119). With the emergence of the EU and OECD as influential actors in 
education reform, the tensions in Turkish educational discourse become further complicated.  
  One blanket criticism of EU and OECD standards is the “one size fits all” approach that 
they take. While the OECD recognizes the uniqueness of the Turkish experience, regardless, there is 
an expectation that members will conform to these standards in order to maximize their human 
capital (their citizens’ abilities and economic performance capabilities). What this does however, is 
introduce another layer of governance and policy complexity into the Turkish context. Particularly in 
already historically under-performing regions like Turkey’s East and Southeast due to reasons 
discussed earlier, how does the government approach the application of these standards without 
further leaving behind historically marginalized students?  
 
Conclusion   
Despite the fact that access to compulsory education is a human right in all international 
human rights treaties, the reality is that there are many barriers to this, not in the least, the 
institutions which reproduce the nation-state’s ideologies and identity. As Churchill (1996) writes 
“Modern states create public schooling that fosters literacy through the medium of an official 
language and impart a common accepted culture… including a civic loyalty to the nation-state” (p. 
271). But educational achievement is additionally reinforced by other socio-political-historical 
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factors. These things combined then create aggregate educational patterns which can be measured 
by different variables, e.g., literacy, school enrollment, standardized test performance, etc.  
 With a limited overall centralized budget resulting in a disproportionate deficiency in 
teachers and schools, as well as inequities in resource distribution between the western and eastern 
parts of Turkey worsened by the conflicts between the government and the Kurdish Workers Party 
(Parti Karkerani Kurdistan (PKK)), and the vastness of the country itself, the Turkish education system 
faces mounting challenges (Aksoy, 2008). Altbach et al. (2010) similarly observe that “[G]eography 
and an unequal distribution of wealth and other resources such as high quality primary and 
secondary education all contributes to the disadvantage or certain population groups” (p. 31).  
Moreover, with institutions like the OECD and World Bank taking an active role in 
implementing social policies in Turkey, along with the Turkish government bringing its educational 
system in alignment with the EU’s educational standards, as well as different minority and human 
rights groups advocating for increased access and equity, the policy production process itself has an 
increasing number of stakeholders and actors (Watson, 2007). This increase in stakeholders, actors, 
and agendas then has resulted in a number of controversial reforms. One example of this is the 
decentralization of secondary education institutions and making local authorities responsible for 
personnel management per the 2005 reforms something John Dewey suggested during his 1924 visit 
to Turkey. However, this structural reform has been interpreted as challenging the Law of 
Unification, which essentially centralized the Turkish education system (Aksit, 2007, p. 135). This 
tension between maintaining state control (vis-à-vis unification) and decentralization is one picture 
of Turkey’s ongoing struggle of negotiating policy priorities of outside institutions (e.g., the EU) and 
its internal struggle to adhere its Kemalist ideological underpinnings.   
 In this way, as Szyliowicz (1973) points out  
Educational policies are directly related to broader questions of policy-making within any 
society, and the specific decisions take on such issues as who shall gain access to the schools 
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and the specific decisions taken on such issues as who shall gain access to the schools, what 
they will learn while enrolled, and how they will be utilized will inevitably reflect the 
distribution of power, the kinds of support that any particular regime possesses, its 
ideological orientation, its level of political development, and the like. (p. 12) 
 
It is interesting then to layer language on top of these patterns of inequity. But since the 
language question was neither published after 1965, and nor collected after 1985, no up-to-date 
language data is available. However, there are other anecdotal cases. In one study, teachers 
performing self-evaluations evaluated themselves as unable to teach Turkish to students whose 
mother tongue is not Turkish (Başaran, 1982). In 2008, a documentary called Two Languages and a 
Suitcase (Iki Dil bir Bavul) was made of a new teacher, who was a Turkish language speaker and from 
Istanbul, and the challenges of his experience as a first year teacher in Diyarbakir teaching Kurdish 
language students.  
These are some of the often cited reasons, along with differing rates of economic growth, 
regional growth and industry for the growing educational stratification. What these studies are 
unable to explain is the geographically situated increases in illiteracy between 1935 and 1965, 
establishing a pattern and foundation for the present. Moreover, despite the positive aspect of 
overall increases in education, this increase does not necessarily mean that there is increased 
educational equity, nor is there “benefit to all sectors of society equally. This does create a larger 
middle class, creating social mobility in a growing sector of the population but some groups 
continue to be under-served” (Altbach et al., 2010, p. 31).  
Additionally, while many studies assume that the present-day disparities in education (as seen 
in school enrollment and literacy) are historically normative, the aggregate data collected in the 
earlier censuses challenge these normative assumptions. What this does raise is the question “Why 
were the literacy levels in 1935 distributed the way that they were?” for future research, along with 
further work linking infrastructure development for a more nuanced understanding of how state-
sponsored discrimination becomes institutionalized through sectors like education.  
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Chapter Six 
The Development of Turkey’s Higher Education Sector 
As seen in chapter five, the Turkish education system has a wide variety of school types 
within the compulsory, secondary and tertiary overall framework. At the tertiary level, this means 
that there are at least four different types of higher education institutions, i.e., four year and two year 
degree granting institutions, police and military institutions, and professional vocational schools that 
are predominantly public institutions with a growing private sector. According to the newspaper, 
Today’s Zaman, for the 2010 round of university entrance exams, 1,512,450 students took first round 
(general knowledge) portion of the exam and approximately 700,000 students then took the second 
round (area specific) examination (Eastern provinces score well, July 16, 2010). With a huge unmet 
demand for higher education opportunities, shortage of universities and faculty, and changes in 
order to meet the European Union (EU) higher education region requirements laid out in the 
Lisbon and Bologna processes, the Turkish Council on Higher Education (Yüksek Öğrenci Kurumu 
(YÖK)) is facing some serious challenges.  
 As the impetus of higher education reform globally adopts a more neo-liberal, knowledge 
economy-oriented discourses, higher education is becoming more closely linked with notions of 
human capital development, and global economic competitiveness. In this way, the role of higher 
education is part of the overall qualitative shift of nation-state’s identity; that is, nationalist identity is 
not solely defined on a notion of a common history, language, and culture but on the contribution 
of both the individual and collective to the global economy. This does not mean that there is less of 
an emphasis on common histories, languages and cultures; on the contrary, particularly during times 
of economic hardship, there seems to be a reversion back to protectionist socio-economic policies. 
This indicates that these types of “meta-narratives” of the nation-state or dominant nation-state 
discourses, ways in which to understand the relation of the individual to society and to the world, are 
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constantly being challenged and negotiated by different policy actors, which are always changing as 
well. In the current discourse, education and particularly higher education has been reconfigured and 
redefined as transferring nation-state values by helping people reach their human capabilities (or 
capacity) as functioning contributors to the national economy.    
 Corresponding (and arguably driven by) this rise in neo-liberal discourse regarding education, 
is the increased involvement of non-state actors like the World Trade Organization (in the latest 
round of General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS) talks), the European Union (Bologna 
Process and the European Higher Education Area), the World Bank, and the Organisation of 
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD (Altbach, 2005). This is particularly evident in 
the Turkish case, as Turkey continues harmonizing its policies with that of the EU and the Bologna 
Process. This chapter focuses on Turkey’s current higher education state in light of historical 
patterns. After providing a historical overview of Turkish higher education and legislation, this 
chapter explores the following questions: (a) what relationships exist between geo-spatial locales, 
observed historical patterns from the previous chapters, and higher education, and (b) can 
cumulative effects of historical marginalization been explored using this approach of longitudinal 
thematic mapping?  
 
Historical Background  
 Higher education in Turkey has a long history with some accounts attributing its foundation 
to the Nizamiye religious school which was founded by the Seljuk Turks in 1100 A.D (Simsek, 2005). 
In the 18th century, the Ottoman Empire established a number of military schools and then in the 
19th century, institutions connected to different ministries like the School of Public Administration 
(Mektebe Mülkiye) were formed. These universities were the predecessors of universities that would 
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be founded later during the Republican period, e.g., Istanbul Technical University, Marmara 
University, and Mimar Sinan University, to name a few.  
Although these older institutions were focused on learning, higher education began to be 
reconceptualized in 1839 during the Tanzimat Reforms (discussed in chapter five). As reformers 
realized that the world was changing, the West was industrializing, and there was a need to rethink 
the way that the Empire would be able to thrive in this new world. The reformers held out the 
promise of a more egalitarian government, one where Muslims and non-Muslims alike would be 
considered equal. This led to the establishment of Istanbul Darülfünün, which later became re-
established and renamed Istanbul University (1933). Other than this, not many other policies or their 
implementation practices changed during this period. Schools largely remained under the auspices of 
clerical and Islamic institutions, with the primary emphasis of training religious scholars and clergy.   
Coming out of two wars (WWI and the Greco-Turkish War), Turkey was in a state of 
political turmoil, with a greatly weakened infrastructure (roads, buildings, etc.), and a devastated 
economy. This reflected in the educated state of the country. In 1923, 11% of the population was 
literate; 5,000 schools, 360,000 students; and 12,000 teachers (Arat & Güçlü, 1999, p. 28; TÜİK, 
2008).     
Additionally, Necal Arat and Abbas Güçlü (1999) lists 1946, 1961, and 1981 as significant 
moments in the history of Turkish higher education. In 1946, the university system became 
independent from the Ministry of Education (MEB). In 1961 there was rapid institutional expansion 
taking place, which led to lack of harmonizing between institutions regarding acceptance criteria, 
coursework, etc. For this reason, in 1981, as part of the military coup’d’etat, higher education 
reduced university autonomy, but also resulted in greater coordination and harmonization of 
institutional and program infrastructure, the role of higher education, and creating a loose network 
of institutions (Arat & Güçlü, 1999).   
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The role of legislation. As mentioned in chapter five, even in the early years of the 
Republic, education in Turkey was centralized and under the auspices of the Ministry of National 
Education (MEB). Any education reform takes place when proposed by the MEB and then 
legislated by the Turkish Grand National Assembly (TBMM). This section provides an overview of 
the legislation establishing tertiary education in Turkey since 1923.   
Constitutional reform. The Turkish Constitution has been revised several times (1961, 
1982) since its establishment in 1922. Each Constitutional revision saw amendments regarding 
Turkey’s higher education system. In 1961, articles 120-122 were incorporated into the Constitution. 
Article 120 states that the university is a “legal personality holding scientific and administrative 
autonomy and adjudged that these institutions shall be managed and supervised by authorized body 
of elected academic members” (Eurybase, 2008/9, p. 139). In the 1982 Constitution, articles 130-
132 focus on higher education. With Article 130 stating that the purpose of the university is for   
“training manpower under a system of contemporary education and training principles and meeting 
the needs of the nation and the country.” Furthermore, among its other provisions, Article 130 also 
included  
 Institutions of higher education to be established by foundations under the auspices of YÖK;  
 
 Higher education institutions should be geographically distributed throughout the country;  
 
 Guaranteed freedom for academics to research freely so long as it is not ideologically or 
politically subversive; and  
 
 The condition that while the governance of higher education institutions was under YÖK, 
its finances were under the MEB.  
 
Article 131 reiterates that the role of YÖK to  
 
plan, organise, administer, and supervise education provided by institutions of higher 
education, to orient teaching activities, education and scientific research, to ensure the 
establishment and development of these institutions in conformity with the objectives and 
principles set forth by law, to ensure the effective use of the resources allotted to the 
universities, and to plan the training of the teaching staff. 
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Members of the Council continue to be appointed by the President of the Republic. And Article 132 
focused on institutions of higher education that were attached to the Armed Forces and other 
security organizations (the police, military, etc.).   
 Other laws. In addition to changes in the Constitution, Law No. 2252 (1933), the law on 
the universities, introduced Kemalist reformist amendments to higher education. Law No. 4936 
(1946) gave universities scientific autonomy, allowing universities to determine education and 
research goals and objectives according to their university mandates. Law No. 1750 (1973), another 
law regarding universities, delineated the functions of the universities in detail – that is, educating 
pupils, undertaking scientific research and studies, collaborate with national and international 
scientific and research institutions and disseminate knowledge. This law established the Inter-
University Council (Üniversitelerarası Kurulu) and the Council on Higher Education (YÖK).   
Law No. 2547 (1981), the Higher Education Law (Yükseköğretim Kanunu) regulated tertiary 
education in greater detail, e.g., education, research, finances, etc., where tertiary education was 
defined as the “entire education and teaching services at all levels enclosing at least four semesters in 
the national education system based on upper secondary education” (Eurybase, 2008/9, p. 41). This 
law was a significant breakaway from the direction of higher education operational policy in the past. 
Universities were brought under the auspices of the Higher Education Council (Yükseköğretim 
Konsolusu), whose board consists of both university and non-university members. This law also 
established an academic track for advancement (associate, assistant, full professor), which included 
things like rotating among universities as part of advancement. This law transferred much of the 
university decision-making power to the YÖK, e.g., determination of student quotas, approval of 
curricular programs, and formulating the rules regulating student flow. Essentially, this law replaced 
universities that were functioning as autonomous institutions with a more centralized, nation-wide 
system that was directed and overseen by YÖK. And in March 1983 Law No. 3809, the Law on the 
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Organization of Higher Education Institutions (Yükseköğretim Kurumları Teşkilat Kanunu) was passed 
further regulating the higher education sector’s infrastructure.  
Higher education reforms. As can be seen in the previous section, higher education 
reform has experienced a number of seasons since 1923. Before 1950, individual high schools issued 
matriculation examination in addition to the MEB issued matriculation exam. Then different 
universities would use these scores and their own standards to determine student acceptance. It was 
essentially, a semi-meritocratic system similar to European and American universities.  However, in 
1950, the increase in the college-aged population led to increasing institutional inadequacy, which 
resulted in a shortage of universities for students.  
The Inter-University Council set up an inter-university entrance exam commission (1963) 
and in 1964-65, a centralized testing and admissions system that could be used by all the different 
universities was established. Although this moved towards centralizing higher education, the desire 
for universities to operate autonomously was strong, and so, it was in 1974-75, ten years later, that a 
bonafide centralized testing regime was established. Then with the increasing numbers of students 
staying in secondary schools, this led to a greater demand for higher education opportunities. In 
1974, the Inter-University Council, consisting of all university rectors, established the Student 
Selection and Placement Center (Öğrenci Seçme ve Yerleştirme Merkezi (ÖSYM)), which became 
affiliated with YÖK. After its establishment in 1974, the ÖSYM then laid out the criteria for student 
acceptance into universities.     
 Between 1973 and 1980 a four-part examination was issued for university-bound students, 
where the parts consisted of general knowledge, Turkish language and literature, social studies, and 
mathematics, with the Turkish language and literature component being most pertinent to this study 
and further discussed later. Students had one chance on one day per year to take the examination.1 
                                                          
1 This was true except in 1974-75, when there were two examination sessions in the day.  
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Afterwards, students would rank their top 18 choices.2 In 1981, the two-stage examination was put 
into place, the Student Selection Examination (Öğrenci Seçme Sınavı (ÖSS)) and the Student Placement 
Examination (Öğrenci Yerleştirme Sınavı (ÖYS)), which was taken two months after the ÖSS. These 
examination scores, combined with students’ grade point averages, would be used to rank the 
student (and determine where they would attend university). From 1981 to 1998, students were 
measured by this system; however, because there was a high correlation between the first and second 
exams, YÖK combined the two exams into one in 1999. The purpose of the ÖSS exam was to  
(a) assure a balance between the demand for higher education and the places available in higher 
education institutions, and (b) select and place students with the highest probability of success in all 
the available higher education programs (ÖSYM, 2010). This has recently changed again starting in 
2010 with re-establishment of a two-part exam, general and content-specific.3 What the YÖK does 
not recognize through the ÖSS exams is the relationship between historical marginalization, 
academic under performance, and exam achievement. In this way, being able to map disaggregated 
test score means at any level of detail would picture some interesting patterns.  
One of the biggest challenges to comparing these things across time is the broader process 
of urbanization which has taken place in Turkey since the 1980s. This affects how inequity is 
examined and pertains to this entire study’s application to research looking at the latter half of the 
20th century and on. The massive world-wide migration from rural to urban places which has taken 
place even in Turkey, affects the effectiveness of analyzing data even at the province level. For a 
                                                          
2 In 1975, students could indicate their top 30 choices; in 1976, this was dropped back down   
to top 20 choices.  
3 In 2010, changes in the university entrance exams were implemented. The two stage, centrally-
administered, university entrance exam were revised and revitalized. The first stage is called 
“transition to higher education exam” and is a common exam measuring students general abilities 
and knowledge. The second one is a placement exam and will consist of five sections, math, natural 
sciences, Turkish language and literature, social sciences and foreign languages. Candidates can 
choose which ones to take (for more information, see 
www.yok.gov.tr/duyuru/universite_giris_29_ocak_2009). 
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clearer analysis of the contemporary condition, it is necessary for researchers to examine what many 
call “global cities.” Unfortunately, due to time and resource constraints, the only data that was 
publicly available were aggregate ÖSS test score means by select schools throughout the country. 
Due to the relative sample size and lack of disaggregating out the most pertinent component, 
students’ performance on the Turkish language and literature component, this data was excluded 
from this present study but remains waiting future research.  
 Returning to the historical look at the development of these institutions, 1974-1981 was a 
period of unregulated growth in higher education institutions with the addition of ten new 
universities outside the three metropolitan areas (i.e., Istanbul, Ankara, Izmir). During this period of 
time, four types of institutions were observed:  
1. Four-year undergraduate programs provided by faculties in university;  
 
2. Four-year undergraduate programs provided by the Academies of Engineering and 
Architecture, Academies of Economics and Commerce, and Academies of Art;  
 
3. Two-year higher vocational institutions and four year academies of sports; and  
 
4. Three-year teaching training institutions. (Simsek, 2005, p. 1007) 
 
The combination of rapid expansion and diversification of higher education institutions and 
entrance criteria created a need for the regulation and harmonization of the system, which 
subsequently took place in the 1980s. 
 The passing of Law No. 2547 (mentioned earlier) resulted in the “consolidation of 166 
different higher education establishments under nine new universities and making teacher-training 
institutions 4-year faculties under universities” (Simsek, 2005, p. 1008). Following the consolidation 
and harmonization of higher education in Turkey in the 1980s, was a period of increased 
privatization after 1998 (table 24).  
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 Other historical experiences. One notable contribution to Turkish higher education was 
its reception of German Jewish intellectuals between 1933 and 1935 as Hitler and Nazi Germany 
emerged on the scene. As Arnold Reisman (2007) notes  
… the total impact [of receiving German Jewish intellectuals] on Turkey’s higher education 
was much greater than the sum of the émigré professors’ individual contributions. No other 
policy served the country’s educational reforms more than those invitations that had been 
extended to Nazi-persecuted German, Austrian, and later German-speaking Czech 
intelligentsia. (p. 450) 
 
And as Andic and Andic (1981) observed, “history is replete with fortuitous events, some disastrous, 
others fortunate. And sometimes one country’s misfortune can turn out to be the fortune of 
another… at the time of the university reform in Turkey, Germany, unfortunately, was firing, jailing, 
or deporting university professors whose religions, political tendencies, and economic views were 
deemed undesirable for the regime.” 
 Thus, the present-day Turkish higher education situation is grounded in a complex socio-
historical context that was particularly affected by a number of global geo-political events that 
dominated events between 1923 and the present.  
 
Findings 
Overview of aggregate data. Figure 22 is a more detailed picture of tertiary education 
within the Turkish education system and shows what tracks students can go within the Turkish 
education system. A more detailed picture can be found in Eurybase (2009, p. 4).  
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Figure 22. General structure of the Turkish education system. Adapted from the Council of Higher 
Education (YÖK) website (www.yok.gov.tr). 
 
And table 24 shows the growth of higher education institutions in recent years and with each of 
Turkey’s 81 provinces having at least one higher education institution.   
Table 24 
The Number of Private and Public Universities in Turkey (2002-2010) 
        
 University  
School Year Public Private Total 
2002 53 23 76 
2003 53 24 77 
2004 53 24 77 
2005 53 24 77 
2006 68 25 93 
2007 85 30 115 
2008 94 36 130 
2009 94 45 139 
2010 
 
94 
 
45 
 
139 
 
Note. Retrieved on January 18, 2010 the Council of Higher Education (YÖK) website 
http://www.yok.gov.tr/webeng/outline.html. 
 
Although the number of private and public universities have doubled, this rapid growth of overall 
demand particularly between 1985/86 and 2000/01 creates a challenging situation.  
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Figure 23. A longitudinal look at universities, teachers, enrollment, and graduates (1927/28-2000/01) 
Adapted from Turkey’s statistical yearbook 1923-2008, by Türkiye İstatistik Kurumu, 2008. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 24. A longitudinal look at the rate of change in universities, teachers, enrollment, and 
graduates (1927/28-2000/01). Adapted from Turkey’s statistical yearbook 1923-2008, by Türkiye 
İstatistik Kurumu, 2008. 
 
Figures 23 and 24 visualize some interesting longitudinal trends. Figure 23 shows a large 
disparity in the number of enrolled students to schools, with 1,084 higher education institutions to 
234,181 students during the 2000/01 school year. This amounts to an approximately 216:1 student 
to institution ratio. What is not as apparent in figure 23 is the dramatic rate of change in all four 
categories between 1975/76 and 1985/86, which may be attributed to the drastic changes that took 
place in higher education during that time. Interestingly, there is a lag in the rate of change in 
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schools/teachers and student enrollment and graduation, which might just reflect the reality that 
infrastructure issues tend to be slower to be affected by policy changes.  
 Figure 24 shows that the rate of change in the number of schools increased faster than 
student enrollment, which might suggest that supply actually meets demand more closely. However, 
one should note that while the rates of change might be similar between 1990/91-2000/01, while 
schools and teachers were decreasing between 1980/01-1985/86, school enrollment was increasing. 
Moreover, the drop between 1985/86 and 1990/01 did not return it to pre-1985 levels. So, despite 
similar growth patterns in the 1990s, essentially, the over enrollment of students in 1980s has created 
a higher education context where there is a surplus of students to number of institutions. 
Additionally, what this longitudinal aggregate data does not factor is the difference between the 
types of higher education institutions. While numerically this may seem to balance out, in actuality, 
there does tend to be a higher demand for four-year higher education institutions (with growing 
interest and program development in lifelong learning and vocational training among Inter 
Governmental Organizations like the World Bank and OECD).     
Province-level data. To provide a closer look at regional differences and changes taking 
place within the provinces, provincial-level data was digitized and examined. The raw graduation 
data for those who completed university (yüksek okul) in 1935, 1950, 1960, and 1965 was digitized 
and then re-aggregated in order to calculate rates of change, as well as to calculate the percentages 
within the populations, allowing them to be compared across time. Figure 25 reflects the rates of 
change in graduation rates in 1935 and 1965.  
158 
 
 
Figure 25. Rates of change in students completing university education (1935, 1965). Adapted from 
Genel nüfus sayımı 1935, 1965 [General census 1935, 1965], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti Başbakanlık 
İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1937, 1969. 
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a. Percentage of the population that completed university (1935 and 1965)                 b. Percentage of the population that          
completed university (1935, 1950, 1960, 1965)  
 
              
 University   University 
Provinces 1935 1965   Provinces 1935 1965 
Ankara 5.1 5.3  Antalya 0.7 8.2 
Istanbul 3.5 3.8  Ankara 5.1 5.3 
Kocaeli 1.9 1.7  Istanbul 3.5 3.8 
Izmir 1.8 1.9  Diyarbakır 1.7 2.1 
Hakkari 1.7 1.5  Izmir 1.8 1.9 
Diyarbakır 1.7 2.1  Kocaeli 1.9 1.7 
Çanakkale 1.4 0.7  Hakkari 1.7 1.5 
Siirt 1.4 1.2  Erzurum 1.4 1.5 
Erzurum 1.4 1.5  Ağrı 1.3 1.4 
Van 1.4 1.3  Elazığ 1.2 1.4 
Ağrı 1.3 1.4  Van 1.4 1.3 
Elazığ 1.2 1.4  Adana 1.2 1.2 
Hatay 1.2 1.1  Eskişehir 1.1 1.2 
Adana 1.2 1.2  Siirt 1.4 1.2 
Eskişehir 1.1 1.2  Hatay 1.2 1.1 
Bitlis 1.0 1.0  Malatya 0.9 1.1 
Erzincan 0.9 1.1  Zonguldak 0.8 1.1 
Malatya 0.9 1.1  Erzincan 0.9 1.1 
Gaziantep 0.9 1.0  Bitlis 1.0 1.0 
Balıkesir 0.9 0.9  Mardin 0.8 1.0 
Urfa 0.8 0.9  Gaziantep 0.9 1.0 
Zonguldak 0.8 1.1  Içel 0.8 1.0 
Bursa 0.8 0.9  Urfa 0.8 0.9 
Bingöl 0.8 0.9  Balıkesir 0.9 0.9 
Içel 0.8 1.0  Kayseri 0.7 0.9 
Mardin 0.8 1.0  Kırklareli 0.7 0.9 
Amasya 0.7 0.8  Muş 0.6 0.9 
Antalya 0.7 8.2  Isparta 0.7 0.9 
Kırklareli 0.7 0.9  Bingöl 0.8 0.9 
Kayseri 0.7 0.9  Bursa 0.8 0.9 
Kütahya 0.7 0.7  Samsun 0.7 0.8 
Sakarya 0.7 0.8  Kars 0.6 0.8 
Çankiri 0.7 0.7  Sakarya 0.7 0.8 
Samsun 0.7 0.8  Amasya 0.7 0.8 
Bolu 0.7 0.7  Edirne 0.6 0.8 
Isparta 0.7 0.9  Tekirdağ 0.7 0.8 
Konya 0.7 0.7  Trabzon 0.6 0.8 
Tekirdağ 0.7 0.8  Çanakkale 1.4 0.7 
Muş 0.6 0.9  Kütahya 0.7 0.7 
Aydın 0.6 0.7  Aydın 0.6 0.7 
Kars 0.6 0.8  Konya 0.7 0.7 
Trabzon 0.6 0.8  Sivas 0.6 0.7 
Sivas 0.6 0.7  Tunceli 0.5 0.7 
Niğde 0.6 0.6  Bolu 0.7 0.7 
Kastamonu 0.6 0.6  Kırşehir 0.5 0.7 
Edirne 0.6 0.8  Çankiri 0.7 0.7 
Maraş 0.6 0.6  Artvin 0.4 0.6 
Manisa 0.5 0.6  Burdur 0.5 0.6 
Sinop 0.5 0.6  Niğde 0.6 0.6 
Giresun 0.5 0.6  Maraş 0.6 0.6 
Kırşehir 0.5 0.7  Kastamonu 0.6 0.6 
Burdur 0.5 0.6  Denizli 0.5 0.6 
A. Karahisar 0.5 0.6  Manisa 0.5 0.6 
Tunceli 0.5 0.7  Giresun 0.5 0.6 
Tokat 0.5 0.5  Ordu 0.4 0.6 
Çorum 0.5 0.5  Rize 0.4 0.6 
Denizli 0.5 0.6  Sinop 0.5 0.6 
Uşak 0.5 0.5  A. Karahisar 0.5 0.6 
Muğla 0.5 0.5  Uşak 0.5 0.5 
Ordu 0.4 0.6  Tokat 0.5 0.5 
Artvin 0.4 0.6  Nevşehir 0.3 0.5 
Adıyaman 0.4 0.5  Bilecik 0.4 0.5 
Rize 0.4 0.6  Muğla 0.5 0.5 
Bilecik 0.4 0.5  Gümüşhane 0.4 0.5 
Yozgat 0.4 0.4  Adıyaman 0.4 0.5 
Gümüşhane 0.4 0.5  Çorum 0.5 0.5 
Nevşehir 0.3 0.5   Yozgat 0.4 0.4 
 
Figure 26. Rates of change in university completion by province (1935, 1965). Adapted from Genel nüfus sayımı 1935, 1965 [General census 
1935, 1965], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1937, 1969. 
 
Provinces Sparklines 1935 1950 1960 1965
A. Karahisar 0.5% 0.2% 0.5% 0.6%
Adana 1.2% 1.2% 1.2%
Adıyaman 0.4% 0.4% 0.5%
Ağrı 1.3% 0.2% 1.3% 1.4%
Amasya 0.7% 0.2% 0.7% 0.8%
Ankara 5.1% 2.2% 5.1% 5.3%
Antalya 0.7% 0.2% 0.7% 8.2%
Artvin 0.4% 0.4% 0.6%
Aydın 0.6% 0.2% 0.6% 0.7%
Balıkesir 0.9% 0.3% 0.9% 0.9%
Bilecik 0.4% 0.1% 0.4% 0.5%
Bingöl 0.8% 0.2% 0.8% 0.9%
Bitlis 1.0% 0.1% 1.0% 1.0%
Bolu 0.7% 0.1% 0.7% 0.7%
Burdur 0.5% 0.2% 0.5% 0.6%
Bursa 0.8% 0.3% 0.8% 0.9%
Çanakkale 1.4% 0.4% 0.7% 0.7%
Çankiri 0.7% 0.3% 1.4% 0.7%
Çoruh * 0.2%
Çorum 0.5% 0.1% 0.5% 0.5%
Denizli 0.5% 0.1% 0.5% 0.6%
Diyarbakır 1.7% 0.3% 1.7% 2.1%
Edirne 0.6% 0.2% 0.6% 0.8%
Elazığ 1.2% 0.3% 1.2% 1.4%
Erzincan 0.9% 0.3% 0.9% 1.1%
Erzurum 1.4% 0.4% 1.4% 1.5%
Eskişehir 1.1% 0.5% 1.1% 1.2%
Gaziantep 0.9% 0.2% 0.9% 1.0%
Giresun 0.5% 0.1% 0.5% 0.6%
Gümüşhane 0.4% 0.1% 0.4% 0.5%
Hakkari 1.7% 0.2% 1.7% 1.5%
Hatay 1.2% 0.3% 1.2% 1.1%
Içel 0.8% 0.3% 0.8% 1.0%
Isparta 0.7% 0.2% 0.7% 0.9%
Istanbul 3.5% 2.5% 3.5% 3.8%
Izmir 1.8% 0.6% 1.8% 1.9%
Kars 0.6% 0.2% 0.6% 0.8%
Kastamonu 0.6% 0.1% 0.6% 0.6%
Kayseri 0.7% 0.2% 0.7% 0.9%
Kırklareli 0.7% 0.2% 0.7% 0.9%
Kırşehir 0.5% 0.1% 0.5% 0.7%
Kocaeli 1.9% 0.4% 1.9% 1.7%
Konya 0.7% 0.2% 0.7% 0.7%
Kütahya 0.7% 0.1% 0.7% 0.7%
Malatya 0.9% 0.1% 0.9% 1.1%
Manisa 0.5% 0.2% 0.5% 0.6%
Maraş 0.6% 0.1% 0.6% 0.6%
Mardin 0.8% 0.1% 0.8% 1.0%
Muğla 0.5% 0.2% 0.5% 0.5%
Muş 0.6% 0.2% 0.6% 0.9%
Nevşehir 0.3% 0.3% 0.5%
Niğde 0.6% 0.1% 0.6% 0.6%
Ordu 0.4% 0.1% 0.4% 0.6%
Rize 0.4% 0.1% 0.4% 0.6%
Sakarya 0.7% 0.7% 0.8%
Samsun 0.7% 0.2% 0.7% 0.8%
Seyhan * 0.3%
Siirt 1.4% 0.2% 1.4% 1.2%
Sinop 0.5% 0.1% 0.5% 0.6%
Sivas 0.6% 0.1% 0.6% 0.7%
Tekirdağ 0.7% 0.3% 0.7% 0.8%
Tokat 0.5% 0.1% 0.5% 0.5%
Trabzon 0.6% 0.1% 0.6% 0.8%
Tunceli 0.5% 0.1% 0.5% 0.7%
Urfa 0.8% 0.1% 0.8% 0.9%
Uşak 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%
Van 1.4% 0.2% 1.4% 1.3%
Yozgat 0.4% 0.1% 0.4% 0.4%
Zonguldak 0.8% 0.2% 0.8% 1.1%
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Figure 26 provides an overview of the percentage of the population that completed 
university in 1935 and 1965 (highlighted in grey respectively). That this figure represents are (a) the 
rates of change in the census periods between 1935 and 1965, and (b) the spark line graphs reflecting 
the directionality of change within individual provinces.  
In 1935, the provinces with higher percentages of people who have graduated from 
university are split between the eastern and the western provinces. Interestingly enough, unlike the 
way that the literacy percentages changed, the province distribution of university graduates does not 
change much from 1935 to 1965 (figure 26).      
 
Analysis 
The Turkish statistical machinery, with its wealthy and meticulous storehouse of statistics, 
can enable researchers to aggregate statistics in order to learn more about the historical contexts 
within different policies emerged (in this case, language and education-related policies) and explore 
any emergent patterns for further study. Due to limits to the most pertinent types of data, which 
would primarily be test scores for students on the Turkish language and literature component of the 
university entrance exam, in lieu of thiat data, this chapter examines the data is publicly available, 
namely, data reporting last level of school completed (in this case university or higher education) and 
provincial level data when available.  
Looking at the Annual Yearbook of Statistics (1923-2008) or more recent censuses, the province 
level data focuses on the number of universities present in that province, and the number of 
students enrolled (not graduated). In both cases, it is unknown whether the students were residents 
of the provinces where they either graduated from or were enrolled in. For this reason, this variable 
in particular does not provide a more conclusive picture. But it does give a sense of the growth in 
the higher education sector from 1923 to the present. And as seen earlier in this chapter, the 
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demand for higher education is growing rapidly and because of the slowdown in infrastructure 
development in the 1980s, it appears that the tertiary education system has yet to catch up with 
student demand (figure 25).  
 Again, this becomes a more critical issue when factoring in the way that the higher education 
sector is changing. As neo-liberal discourses regarding the knowledge economy, and the need for 
developing human capital become more common-place, and processes of globalization continue to 
intensify, the higher education system has become the priority for the international community. 
Globalization as defined by David Held (1991) is the “intensification of worldwide social relations 
which link distant localities in such a way that local happenings are shaped by events occurring many 
miles away and vice versa” (p. 9). As Altbach et al. (2009) notes “[G]lobalization, a key reality in the 
21st century, has been shaped by such factors as an increasingly integrated world economy, new 
information and communication technologies, the emergence of an international knowledge 
network, and the rise of English as the universal language of scientific community” (p. 33). And 
contemporary events and processes are increasingly impacting policy domains like higher education 
through institutions like the OECD, EU, UNESCO, and the World Bank, to name a few.  
 The European and international dimension. Since formally opening of the accession 
talks in 2005, the EU has been opening “chapters”, which are essentially policy domains in which 
Turkey must harmonize its policies with that of the EU’s. Of the 33 chapters that need to be opened 
and closed, 18 are currently open. However, due to the impasse regarding Turkey’s non-recognition 
of the northern part of Cyprus as part of Cyprus as a whole, the chapters are currently frozen. To 
date, only one chapter has been closed. The Education and Culture chapter (number 26) is currently 
not open.  
 But as a signatory of the European Higher Education Area, YÖK and the Turkish 
government have been working to harmonize its higher education policies and infrastructure with 
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the priorities of the Lisbon and Bologna processes. As part of this process, Turkey has become an 
active participant in SOCRATES, Leonardo da Vinci, ERASMUS, and other student mobility-
exchange type programs. But although there have been a number of changes, a few differences 
between the European and Turkish higher education systems still exist, e.g., the “central structure 
and autonomy deficiencies of higher education; cancellation of representation of the Presidency of 
General Staff on YÖK” (Eurybase, 2008/9, p. 278) as well as issues regarding the ease of credit 
transfers, allowing for greater student mobility (Öz, 2005).  
 Law No. 5463 came into force in March 2007 was passed to begin addressing the European 
Credit Transfer System-related (ECTS) issues. This law was based on the European 
Council/UNESCO Joint Agreement on the Recognition of Instruments Related to Higher 
Education in the European Region, which Turkey signed in December 2004. Turkey adopted five 
principles from the agreement as the base for accreditation processes for degrees earned abroad. 
Essentially, this law allowed the recognition of degrees earned aligned with the Bologna Process.    
 As Turkey continues to bring its policies, procedures, and infrastructures in alignment with 
the European Qualifications Framework (ECTS), the Bologna Process, a few areas that still need 
improvement include:  
 Linkages between vocational education and labour markets;  
 
 Quality of education;  
 
 Disparity in schooling based on region and gender; and  
 
 Highly centralized structure of higher education system; accountability and administration 
and financial autonomy in higher education. (Eurybase, 2008/9, p. 281) 
 
In order to facilitate these changes, the Commission for Alignment to European Union Aquis 
Communitaires was established within the MEB, and is responsible for determining the legislation 
“required to alignment through screening EU Acquis Communitaires, and under this framework most 
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of the obstacles laid on the alignment to legislation is eliminated” (Eurybase, 2008/9, p. 285). But 
overall, it seems that Turkey is making good progress in terms of its Bologna Process goals (table 
25). 
Table 25 
Turkey’s Bologna Scorecard (2005) 
 
 
Quality Assurance 
 
Some progress has been made 
1. Stage of development of quality assurance system Some progress has been made 
2. Key elements of evaluation systems Some progress has been made 
3. Level of participation of students Some progress has been made 
4. Level of international participation, co-operation and 
networking 
Some progress has been made 
 
Two-cycle degree system 
 
Excellent performance 
5. Stage of implementation of two-cycle system Excellent performance 
6. Level of student enrollment in two-cycle system Excellent performance 
7. Access from first cycle to second cycle Very good performance 
 
Recognition of degrees and periods of Study Very good performance 
Stage of implementation of Diploma Supplement Very good performance 
Ratification of Lisbon Recognition Convention Good performance 
Stage of implementation of ECTS Very good performance 
Total Good performance 
 
Note. Adapted from Bologna Process Report (Working Group, 2005) from Turkish higher education 
institutions in Bologna Process, by Ş. Ş. Erçetin, 2006, Humanity and Social Sciences Journal, 1(1), 18-27. 
 
 Turkey signed the Lisbon convention on the qualifications regarding higher education in the 
European region in December 2004 and came into force in February 2006. Erçetin (2006) lists some 
of the challenges that Turkey continues to face in comparison to other European countries including 
 Inadequate financial resources and bureaucratic pathologies caused by financial system 
resulting in a situation where expectations are high, the financial support to facilitate these 
expectations are low; and  
 
 The difference between private and public institutions, where private universities enjoy 
administrative and financial autonomy and public universities do not.   
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And essential to the European commitment to higher education and competitiveness are financial 
and administrative autonomy for Member State governments.  
The Central Asian dimension and alternative roles for Turkey in the region. When the 
Soviet Union collapsed, Turkey and Iran were poised to become the next power players in the 
region among the Turkic Republics. Although harmonizing its policies with the EU and the Bologna 
Process was and is of great interest to policy analysts and researchers, Turkey’s role to the Central 
Asian states is interesting. As Onis (2001) points out “Turkey enjoyed ethnic and linguistic ties with 
five states—Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, Kirgizistan, and Turkmenistan—that seemed to 
provide a solid foundation for its playing an influential part in shaping their economic development, 
political direction, and external relations.”1 Mango (1994) notes that “All the Turkic languages have 
been grammatically and orthographically fixed under Soviet rule, and this has not only accentuated, 
but perpetuated differences among them” (p. 96; Bal, 2000).  
But despite challenges to Turkish foreign policy and the ongoing challenges that Russia 
raises, Turkey has been trying to expand influence in the region through education and other soft 
policies. As Onis (2001) notes  
The Turkish government has developed a large scholarship program which enables around 
7,000 students per annum to study in Turkish universities… [and is] cooperating with the 
governments of the new republics in setting up vocational schools, providing the resources 
necessary to finance the manpower and equipment needs of these schools. 
 
And Bal (2000) notes that Turkish education institutions admitted 6, 729 Turkic students in 1992, 
along with the export broadcasting of Turkish media via Eurasian TV (Avrasya TV).  
                                                          
1 Although there is a linguistic relationship between the Turkic languages, Henze (1977) points out 
that the Soviets promoted the standardization of the Turkic languages in order to keep them as far 
apart from the each other and from Turkish and Persian in order to prevent the emergence of a 
pan-Turkic lingua franca, that could be a means for a pan-Turkic sense of nationalism.  
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Table 26 provides the number of scholarship students coming to Turkey form Central Asian 
countries, and table 27, the  schools and Turkish training centers that have been established in those 
countries.   
Table 26 
Students Coming From the Central Asian Republics to Turkey for Education (as of November 2009) 
 
              
Country Total  
Turkish Language 
Centers  Associate University Master Ph.D.  
Azerbaijan  645 36 7 284 127 191 
Kazakhstan  514 96 22 217 139 40 
Kyrgyzstan  678 66 37 352 157 66 
Uzbekistan  40 3 - 32 4 1 
Turkmenistan  624 13 - 587 15 9 
Other Asian 
Countries  1874 240 63 1148 294 129 
Balkan Peninsula  1598 167 74 1169 149 39 
Total  5973 621 203 3789 885 475 
Note. Adapted from Milli eğitim istatistikleri: Örgun eğitim 2009-2010 [National education statistics:  
Formal education 2009-2010], by Milli Eğitim Bakanlığı, 2009.  
 
Table 27  
 
Number of Schools and Students Attending Turkish Training Centers in the Central Asian Republics (2009) 
 
 
 
Number of students  
Country School/Center Name  General  T.C.  Other  
Azerbaijan (total)  1347 933 414 
Bakü Türk İlköğretim Kurulu 856 795 61 
Bakü Türk Anadolu Lisesi 410 138 272 
Bakü Türkiye Türkçesi Eğitim 81 - 81 
Kazakhstan (total) 569 - 569 
Almatı Türkiye Türkçesi Eğitim Oğretim Merkezi  390 - 390 
Almatı Yaygın Mes. Egt. Merkezi 179 - 179 
Kyrgyzstan (total) 2111 315 1796 
Bişkek Türk İlköğretim Okulu  289 283 6 
Cumhuriyet Yetenekli Çocuklar Kirgiz Türk Anadolu Lisesi  187 32 155 
Bişkek Türkiye Türkçesi Eğitim Öğretim Merkezi  1455 - 1455 
Kirgiz Türk Anadolu Kız Meslek Lisesi  
 
180 
 
- 
 
180 
 
(continued) 
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Table 27 (continued) 
 
 
Number of students  
Country School/Center Name  General  T.C.  Other  
Uzbekistan (total) 281 281 - 
Taşkent Türk İlköğretim Okulu  281 281 - 
Turkmenistan (total)  1420 554 866 
Aşgabat Türk İlköğretim Okulu  713 465 248 
Aşgabat Türk Anadolu Lisesi  247 86 161 
Aşgabat Türkiye Türkçesi Eğitim Öğretim Merkezi  274 - 274 
Aşgabat Yaygın Mesleki Eğitim Merkezi  186 3 183 
Tajikistan (total)  180 - 180 
Duşanbe Türkiye Türkçesi Eğitim Öğretim Merkezi  180 - 180 
Moldova (total) 190 - 190 
Kongaz Süleyman Demirel Türk Moldova Lisesi  190 - 190 
Romania (total)  366 6 360 
Mecidiye Kemal Atatürk Ulusal Koleji  366 6 360 
General (total)  
 
6464 
 
2089 
 
4375 
 
Note. Adapted from Milli eğitim istatistikleri: Örgun eğitim 2009-2010 [National education statistics:  
Formal education 2009-2010], by Milli Eğitim Bakanlığı, 2009, p. 140.  
While the OECD and the EU are influential actors when it comes to the harmonization and 
reformation of the Turkish education system, a different set of actors are involved in its role as an 
actor in the CIS countries. Actors in establishing Turkish-run or funded higher education 
institutions include the Islamic Development Bank, the East Turkistan Society, and wealthy 
individuals like Fethelluh Gülen.  
 Although it seems that Turkey’s foreign policy in the region has cooled since the 1990s, 
along with the development of a higher education infrastructure within the CIS countries, the geo-
political instability as well as corruption charges in nationally funded universities, make this a 
dynamic and interesting area of study for future research.     
 
Conclusion 
With more than 1.6 million young people taking the higher education entrance exam every 
year with less than 500,00 university seats available, Turkey is facing a higher education crisis 
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compounded by issues of educational equity, which is further exacerbated by historic ethno-
linguistic stratification, as well as geo-political and Turkey’s foreign policy issues. Moreover, in 
comparison to the surrounding countries, according to UNESCO Institute for Statistics reports that 
Turkey had the lowest percentage of tertiary graduates among the 15 Central and Eastern European 
countries, with an ISCED 5A graduate rate of 16.4% and an ISCED 5B graduation rate of just 
above 11% (UNESCO UIS, 2009, p. 23).2   
But despite educational quality, the increasing demand for higher education in Turkey 
corresponds to the increase in demand worldwide. According to UNESCO, this number has grown 
from 28.6 million in 1970 to 152.5 million in 2007, which amounts to a 4.6% change per year 
(UNESCO UIS, 2009). In particular, UNESCO UIS notes that the demand for higher education has 
been particularly high since 2000, with 51.7 million new tertiary students have enrolled globally since.  
Higher education has historically had both a symbolic and substantive role in nation-state 
building. Rather than a static symbol, looking at the Turkish case, one can argue that the role of 
higher education shifts depending on what dominant discourse is dictating the nation-state’s core 
identity (identities). During the 19th and first part of the 20th centuries, there was a more classical 
emphasis on higher education as a means of knowledge building with a lesser-emphasis on 
professional and economic traineeship. However, with the dominance of contemporary neo-liberal 
discourse(s) in nation-state building/maintaining and subsequent shift in the meaning of the 
knowledge economy, the “massification of higher education”, and the emergence of information 
                                                          
2 ISCED stands for the UNESCO “International Standard Classification of Education,” criteria used 
to classify educational programs based on content in order to facilitate increased comparability 
across countries. ISCED 5A refers to tertiary education programs that are research preparatory 
programs that train students for high skill professions (e.g., medicine, dentistry, engineering), which 
could prepare students for ISCED 6 (which are masters and doctorate granting programs). These 
programs are a minimum of three and are usually four year, degree granting programs. ISCED 5B 
refers to programs that are shorter than ISCED 5A programs and are mostly focused on vocational 
and technical training, preparing students for employment in a trade. These programs are usually 
two years.  
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technology, the role of higher education in society is changing (Altbach, Reisberg, & Rumbley, 2009). 
The exponential increase in the demand for higher education follows the worldwide expansion and 
emphasis on higher education in the last 30 years (Altbach et al., 2009).  
What the Turkish case highlights is that when looking at the present higher education 
challenges it faces, grounding the discussion in its historical context serves two purposes; firstly, the 
relative recent development of a modern (and Western) higher education system in Turkey 
(infrastructure); and second, the complexity of its higher education issues.  As the ideological 
underpinnings of higher education is internationally harmonized and becoming commodified, it 
becomes even more interesting to look at how nation-states negotiate this tenuous process. As 
Antoni Verger (2007) points out, there are two major transitions taking place in this arena. “The first 
is the transition of the conception of the university from a medium for the smooth functioning of the 
market to an object of the market. The second is the transition from a dynamic of internationalization to 
one of transnationalism” (p. 111), where internationalization is defined as a process which “structures 
the relationships of the university community based on national borders, transnationalisation 
constitutes circuits of exchange and trade in services that transcend borders, and in which 
universities, professors and students operate and circulate freely” (p. 111).  
Looking at the ethno-linguistic issues (chapter four), the basic education system (chapter 
five), a compounding effect becomes more evident. This is of course, not including a discussion 
about the diverse secondary education system that continues to exist in the Turkish education 
system. But as Altbach et al. (2009) point out “Providing higher education to all sectors of a nation’s 
population means confronting the social inequalities─deeply rooted in history, culture, and 
economic structures─that influence an individual’s ability to compete” (p. 31).  Although this study 
takes intervallic looks into the socio-cultural formation of the Turkish nation-state by means of 
compulsory and tertiary education, Szyliowicz (1973) posits “Economic development correlates with 
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higher education development more than literacy in primary education” which could be examined in 
a future research project.   
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Chapter Seven 
 
Conclusion 
 
The ubiquitous nature of language makes it an interesting research lens because it can be a 
“potent force in nationalist politics, since it simultaneously acts as a symbol of identity, a privileged 
means of social, economic, and political mobility, and a claim to territory” (Arel, 2002). However, it 
is also challenging because as John Thompson (1991) observes  
we are aware that language is an integral part of social life, with all its ruses and iniquities, 
and that a good part of our social life consists of the routine exchange of linguistic 
expressions in the day-to-day flow of social interaction. It is much easier, however to 
observe in a general way that language and social life are inextricably linked than it is to 
develop this observation in a rigorous and compelling way (p. 1). 
 
Language planning can be at once both an activity and a sphere of inquiry. This was particularly true 
after WWII when “the emergence of newly independent states presented a host of development 
problems, many of which included a language component” (Cooper, 1989, p. 43). Although the 
Turkish language reforms took place before the end of WWII, this description fits that context as 
well. And as Virtanen (2003) writes, in the Turkish case, the “language policy was used for all four 
processes in Turkish modernization: Anti-Islamic secularization, De-Ottomanisation, Pro-Westernisation and 
Re-Turkification” (p. 16) and was therefore foundational to the establishment of the Republic in a 
multiplicity of ways.  
Language is not only situated but it is also constrained by the socio-political context its 
speakers are embedded in. In this sense, Ó‟ Riagáin (1997) observes that  
The power of state language policies to produce intended outcomes is severely constrained 
by a variety of social, political and economic structures which sociolinguists have typically 
not addressed, even though their consequences are profound and of far more importance 
than language policies themselves. (pp. 170-1)  
 
This was seen in this project in the uneven way that language, literacy, and education reforms spread 
throughout Turkey. Additionally, for language plans and policies to have effect, there must be some 
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type of “buy-in” from the members of the community in order for language to have actual 
substantive value. Macro level studies like this one can provide frameworks to situate micro level 
studies that can provide insight into how this process of community buy-in actually takes place, 
working together to provide a more nuanced understanding of both the symbolic and substantive 
role of language in state building processes.    
Moreover, as previously mentioned, Ó Riagáin observes that  “Language policy is 
formulated,  implemented, and accomplishes its results within a complex interrelated set of 
economic, social, and political  processes which include, inter alia, the operation of other non-
language state policies” (1997, p. 43). And to this, Wright (2004) responds that there is a need for 
more interdisciplinary case studies that “enquire[s] within the political and social sciences, acquire 
information from economics and law, and set the events and processes that affect language choice 
and change from within a historical framework” (p. 2-3).  
This project was an attempt to apply Wright‟s challenge to the Turkish context. And what 
the Turkish context exemplifies is the complex relationship between the language policy and a 
number of different both policy and institutional arenas. Consequently, the conclusion to Wright‟s 
challenge is that this type of interdisciplinary project does not neatly fit into either a theoretic frame 
or research design.  
Cooper (1989) had suggested that a theory of language policy seemed “unattainable… 
because it is a tool in the service of so many different latent goals such as economic, modernization, 
national integration, national liberation, imperial hegemony, racial, sexual, and economic equality, the 
maintenance of elites, and their replacement by new elites” (p. 182), also evidenced in this project. 
And while this initially seemed pessimistic, again the ubiquitous nature of language itself does make 
it challenging to design and theorize from an interdisciplinary point of view.   
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 The situation becomes even more complex because of the increased flow of goods, services, 
and most recently, higher education and policy diffusion through processes of globalization. As 
Watson (2007) contends  
The process of globalisation is merely making matters more difficult. The pressures to 
develop similar education systems and more uniform qualifications across the world, and to 
use a few international languages, are coinciding with other pressures from human rights 
campaigners who are demanding that local cultures should be recognized and their human 
and linguistic rights should be preserved. Some states are seeking to use their education 
systems and their language policy to heal divisions and to bring about harmony; others are 
continuing to exacerbate ethnic tensions. (p. 263)  
 
Moreover, as Stoer and Cortesao (2000) argue, because of globalization “the nation-state is no 
longer the only space of decision-making in the field of education, although it continues to be the 
main one” (p. 269). Thus, studies of policy are further complicated by the emergence of different 
policy actors as well as different points of influence. This overall increase of actors and points of 
influence and/or friction is challenging if not impossible to organize into a neat heuristic, which 
makes it that much more difficult to elucidate in a comprehensible way. Although the aim of social 
science research is not primarily to generate neat heuristics, the complex nature of research sites 
seems to challenge the comprehensive explanatory power of social science research. This is a 
challenge that researchers need to continue to critically reflect on.     
 
Six Areas for Future Research  
 This dissertation project examined Turkish census data related to language, literacy, school 
completion rates, and higher education enrollment and institutional growth. However, because of 
the time-intensive nature of compiling and digitizing the data, the project scope was limited to the 
relationship of language and education to the Turkish nation-state building processes. However, 
there are a few areas for future research, listed below.  
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English as a Foreign Language. Although this project looks at Turkish language and 
education policy, it does not look at is the role of English in the development of different 
institutions, particularly in tertiary education. Altbach (2005) observes “English is supplanting such 
languages as French, German, and Spanish as the international medium of scholarship… The use of 
English tends to orient those using it to the main English-speaking academic systems, and this 
further increases the influence of these countries” (p. 128). The role of English as a global language 
and its role in further stratifying the higher education institutions of non-English language speaking 
countries/regions is a complex, controversial topic that is beyond the scope of this historical study. 
However, looking at the role of English as a global language, particularly the effect of English 
language education in higher education (and doctoral level) on both academic achievement and 
employment prospects post-graduation, and how language testing regimes to possibly further 
marginalize non-majority language speakers,  would be challenging and interesting research for the 
future.  
Gender. Predominantly Muslim countries have had mixed approaches towards girls 
education from K-16. However, from the early years of the Republic, Atatürk allowed women into 
higher education institutions as well as participate in compulsory education. Language, literacy, 
employment data were all available for a number of censuses by gender, and it would be interesting 
to examine the way that language and education policies were gendered experiences under the 
Turkish government.  
The changing nature of work. Although the initial starting point for this project was 
Turkey‟s dramatic language policies, a third area for future research is the link between socio-cultural 
policy and education policies in the early years of the Republic, then the shift to a more liberalized, 
economic policy and education in the 1970s and 80s. This is related to the project of looking at 
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regional and provincial differences in the nature of work/employment, and education. Census data 
about employment/unemployment rates, occupations, and industry are extensively available.  
Urban vs. rural. At the same time that there was an increasing demand for higher 
education, there was also rapid urbanization taking place in Turkey. According to the OECD, the 
urban population grew at a rate of 43.9% from 1985 to 1990, and 32.6% from 1990 to 2000 
(OECD, 2007, p. 15). Whether urbanization throughout Turkey (migration from more rural 
provinces to more densely populated ones) or within the provinces (migration from towns and 
villages to the provincial cities), dramatic population shifts create new social service issues, which 
would include things like education. And patterns in the data indicate the greater relevance of rural 
to urban movement within provinces as opposed to generalized East-West differences. This data is 
available both through the censuses, as well as through the new TÜİK online database. Additionally, 
this study does not focus on the flows of labor per agreements between the Turkish and European 
countries during the reconstruction period. This phenomena facilitated the movement of many 
Turkish men for contracted amounts of time from primarily rural areas. It also generated 
remittances which contributed to the economy particularly between the late 1950s and 1970s.  These 
would be interesting phenomena to explore in a future study.  
Regionalization. As mentioned in chapters six through eight, the increasing willingness for 
nation-states to relinquish limited sovereignty within regions, in Turkey‟s case, the EU, is leading to 
policy change and reform. However, although Turkey is in accession talks with the EU currently, 
there is the growing sense of negative will towards the EU as it stalls the process time and again. 
What the implications of non-acceptance or an exceptionally long preparation period is uncertain, 
and consequently an area for future research. Related to this is Turkey‟s role as an actor in the 
Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS), particularly with the five Turkic states. As the Turkish 
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state, along with private individual, fund soft policy in the region, it will be interesting to see the role 
that they play in shaping the higher education infrastructure of the Turkic countries.   
Exploratory Historical Geographic Information System (HGIS). This project was 
unable to deliver a Historical Geographic Information System database and maps primarily because 
of the lack of access to historical Turkish administrative coordinates due to the project‟s time 
constraints. However, through the digitization of the pertinent census data, as well as the head-up 
digitizing of historic maps, all contribute to the building the foundations of an exploratory HGIS. 
An HGIS could provide the tools needed to do a more sophisticated analysis and generate 
representations looking at multiple variables over time (in this project, data related to language, 
literacy, education. By examining social variables and their geo-spatial distributions, this not only 
points to their contextual situatedness (as opposed de-contextualized and de-localized quantitative 
data sets), but it again, also allows different types of data to be linked to each other. As Ayers (2010) 
asserts “New thinking in geography, history, and theory, combined with new technology and 
techniques, suggests that we may be able to represent the intersection of space and place, process 
and event in more compelling ways” (p. 7). 
 
Concluding Thoughts  
 This project contributes to original research through the digitization of census data that is 
only available in limited form in archived copies of the published censuses. Despite the general 
problematic nature of census data, as Urla (1993) posits “[R]ather than view the emergent uses of 
statistics as indices of „co-optation‟, we may see them as indices of new sites of struggle in modern 
society” (p. 837). And from a methodological point of view, this study has contributed by testing 
how unobstrusive methods could be used in qualitatively grounded, historically analyses of social 
policies in contexts where data made be difficult to obtain for a variety of reasons. As Urla (1993) 
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notes that as social scientists “struggling to find ways to describe and understand the historically 
changing structures of power, and the role that scientific knowledge and practices have played in 
systems of domination, we must begin to unpack and defamiliarize that most mundane of social 
facts – the statistic” (p. 837). However, looking at large-scale social statistics also helps ground more 
locally-grounded studies in its broader context. As Lieberson (1981) points out that “[I]t goes 
without saying that the census is of great value to investigators wishing to select, say, several villages 
or other social aggregates for comparative study” (p. 283).  
 And since all the data refers to geographical areas, similar to Kirk (1946), the  
 
map was selected as the most economical and significant method of presentation of the 
more detailed information. The map has several advantages. It is a medium that is readily 
understood. It is economical, in that a great deal of information can be represented in a small 
space… Finally, and most important, the significance of the data as regards geographical 
distribution may be grasped instantly from a relatively brief inspection of the map, whereas it 
would require tedious and time-consuming effort to extract the same result from the same 
statistics given in tabular form. (p. 2)  
 
Altbach et al. (2009) assert that “Geography and an unequal distribution of wealth and other 
resources such as high-quality primary and secondary education all contribute to the disadvantage of 
certain groups… For example, participation generally tends to be below national averages for 
populations living in remote or rural areas and for indigenous groups” (p. 31).  
 In this way, institutions can reinforce or create social inequity by privileging certain 
populations, whether it is privileging them by class, ethno-linguistic group membership, geographical 
location, etc. However, at the same time, researchers should remember that particularly in the 
language planning efforts post WWI and WWII, language planning discourses were dominated by 
nation-state building ones. Consequently, as Wright (2004) points out, “Planning for difference 
rather than convergence was not simply a strategy undertaken by aspirant ethnic nationalist groups 
that understood the need to stress their cultural and linguistic particularity in their bid for statehood” 
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(p. 49). But with the emergence of identity politics, the privileging of any language or social identifier 
is much more critically viewed.   
Similarly, in the higher education sector, Altbach (2009) comments that “Internationalization 
has also promoted policy development at the regional level. The Bologna process and Lisbon 
strategy in Europe are the clearest examples, with the first drawing more than 40 countries into a 
voluntary process to create a European higher education region” (p. 33). He goes onto observe “For 
the „haves‟ in the developed world, the globalization of higher education offers exciting new 
opportunities for study and research, which are no longer limited by national boundaries. For many 
developing countries, though, the trend represents an assault on national culture and identity… 
without a doubt, it has increased the inequalities among nations‟ higher education systems” (p. 33).  
 Turkey is one of the few OECD countries that allocates “less than 5% GNP for education 
(others include Italy, Japan, Argentina, India, and Greece). The OECD average for educational 
spending is 5.9% GNP. In Turkey, this figured stayed below 3% between 1981 and 1991, and has 
only increased since then to 3.83% in 2003” (Simsek, 2005, p. 1013). What this points to is the need 
for the Turkish government to increase its educational expenditures in order to meet the 
exponentially growing demand. In some sense then, the massification of schooling extends 
citizenship rights of education to traditionally marginalized segments of society. But as Joel Spring 
(2001) asserts  
Realistically, even with the provisions for financial aid and protection of children‟s welfare, 
complete equality of educational opportunity cannot be achieved. There are so many 
variables, including differences in peer groups, access to cultural institutions, the culture of 
families, and even geographical locations, such as rural versus urban living. Therefore, the 
best that can be hoped for is maximizing the chance of achieving equality of educational 
opportunity.” p. 154.  
 
Consequently, if the opportunity to participate in compulsory education is not adequately available 
(however adequately is defined), merely having the legislated right is arguably no better than a 
hollow promise.  
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Moreover, what the Turkish case exemplifies is the reality that policies (and more accurately, 
policy contexts) are always changing and being reinterpreted. But as Considine (1994) describes 
“The specific discourses which often interest us are merely important punctuation marks within this 
flow – not the thing itself” (cited in Ball, 2008, p. 7). Thus, rather than drawing definitive causal 
relationships between different variables, i.e., language, literacy, school completion rates, and higher 
education enrollment/resources, the broader contribution of this dissertation is to provide the 
exploratory foundation for a future, more in-depth, and interdisciplinary research project looking at 
this policy context, where identifiers like language can become institutionalized in the state-
formation process.   
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Appendix A 
 
Census Questions and Instructions 
 
I. Census 1927. From Genel nüfus sayımı 1935 [General census 1935], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti 
Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1937.  
 
A. Türkiye nüfus sayımları:  
 
Memleketimizde ilk genel nüfus sayımı 29 İlkeşrin 1927 tarihinde, ikinci sayım ise sekiz senelik bir 
fasıla ile 20 İlkteşrin 1935 tarihinde yapılmıştır. Osmanlı İmparatorluğu zamanında yapılmış olan 
nüfus tahrirleri kelimenin ilmi manasile sayım mahiyetinde olmayıp memleketin her tarafında başka 
başka tarihlerde yapılan ve aylarca devam eden nüfus tescili ameliyetlerinden ibaret idi.  
 
B. Sayımın esası:  
 
Her iki nüfus sayısı (mevcut nüfus esasına göre yapılmış, yani sayım  günü köylerde, şehirlerde şahsan 
hazır bulunan yerli nüfus ile beraber, sayım günü tesadüfen orada bulunan yabancılar da 
kaydedilmişb buna mukabil bir mevkiin yerli halkından olup da o gün her hangi bir sebeple başka bir 
yerde bulunanlar sayıma dahil edilmemişlerdir.  
 
C. Sayımın hazırlanması:  
 
1935 nüfus sayımı hazırladıkları filen, 30 Mayıs 1934 tarih ve 2465 sayılı nüfus sayımı kanunun 
neşrinden sonra başlamıştır. Fakat Umum Müdürlüğün bu husustaki tetkikleri 3 sene evvel başlamış 
bulunuyordu.  
 
D. Ana dili:  
 
Bu nam altında toplanan malumat, aile içinde konuşulan lisana aittir. Bu itibarla bir ailenin henüz 
konuşamıyacak yaşdaki çocukları için ana dili olarak ev içinde konuşulan dil kaydedilmiştir. Ana 
dilinden maada konuşlan lisan için sadece ferdin konuşduğunu söylediği lisan kabul edilmiştir. 
Müteaddit lisanlar bildiğini kaydettirenler için beyanatının başında söylediği lisan nazarı itibara 
alınmıştır.  
 
The information which was collected under this title is the language tat is spoken within the family. 
The mother tongue for children of the family that are too young to speak should be noted as the 
language which is spoken in the home.  
 
For the language(s) spoken in addition to the mother tongue, only the language that is spoken by the 
individual speaking (that language) was accepted. For those that indicate they are multi-lingual, as 
aforementioned the language that is spoken the important decision will be taken.  
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E. Din:  
  
Din sualine yazılacak cevabın muhtelif mezheplerdeki islamlar için yalnız (islam), Hiristiyanlar için 
başlica mezhepler itibarile (Protestan, Katolik, Ortodoks, Gregoryan) ve Museviler için (Musevi) 
şeklinde yazılması talimatnamelerle izah olunmasına rağmen bazı sayım memurları din sualine 
mezhep tefriki yapmağa imkan vermeyen (Hıristiyan, Ermeni) gibi cevaplar yazmışlardır. Bu kabil 
cevaplar, tashihlerine imkan görülemediğini için aynen tasnif ve neşrolunmuşlardır. Dine ait 
tablolarda bu şekilde gayri  mantıkı  bir din tasnifi görünmesi bu sebepten ileri gelmektedir.  
 
Regarding the answers written to the religion question that are not [in the same format with the 
rules, [that is] for the Jews (Jewish) for the Christians the main known sects (Protestant, Catholic, 
Orthodox, Gregorian), for Muslims that are in various sects of Islam (only Islam), despite [this] 
some of the census takers wrote answers that were not possible like Christian, Armenian, to make 
distinctions to the religion question.  
 
Because it is possible that the adjustments [?] were not seen, the possible answers have been exactly 
classified and distributed/spread. In the tables regarding religion, this illogical shape/form 
observable in the religion classification is presented from (?) this reason.  
 
[Because it is possible that there were unforeseen adjustments, the possible answers have been 
precisely classified and categorized. Thus, for this reason, these anomalies can be observed.]  
 
F. Tahsil:  
 
Tahsil derecesi hususunda asğari mikyas olarak yeni alfabe ile okur yazarlık nazarı itibara alınmıştır. 
Ecnebi lisanlarda okur yazar olanlar da (Türkiye için arap harfleri hariç olmak üzere) okur yazar 
addedilmiştir.  
 
Reading and writing the new alphabet was regarded as the minimum standard/criteria for education 
level. Also those reading and writing in foreign languages (for Turkey those reading Arabic letters 
are excluded) was also counted.  
 
II. Census 1935. From Genel nüfus sayımı 1935 [General census 1935], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti 
Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1937. 
 
Censuses are published in Turkish and French. The first census of the country was taken on 
October 29, 1927 and the second (this one) was taken on October 20, 1935. Censuses were carried 
in one day - by setting up census places in the villages and cities. Starting from May 30, 1934 people 
began preparing the census with 2465 particular people preparing it. But even before, the 
general/overseeing census bureau began preparing 3 years prior. The census takers underwent a four 
day training and were equipped with the following things when they went out -- a census notebook, 
the census takers instruction manual, a list of the buildings (and in large cities also a map), a 
particular matter envelope to put  these documents and a lead pencil -- and they were not paid by 
the state.  
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A. Türkiye nüfus sayımları:  
 
Memleketimizde ilk genel nüfus sayımı 29 İlkeşrin 1927 tarihinde, ikinci sayım ise sekiz senelik bir 
fasıla ile 20 İlkteşrin 1935 tarihinde yapılmıştır. Osmanlı İmparatorluğu zamanında yapılmış olan 
nüfus tahrirleri kelimenin ilmi manasile sayım mahiyetinde olmayıp memleketin her tarafında başka 
başka tarihlerde yapılan ve aylarca devam eden nüfus tescili ameliyetlerinden ibaret idi.  
 
B. Sayımın esası:  
 
Her iki nüfus sayısı (mevcut nüfus esasına göre yapılmış, yani sayım  günü köylerde, şehirlerde şahsan 
hazır bulunan yerli nüfus ile beraber, sayım günü tesadüfen orada bulunan yabancılar da 
kaydedilmişb buna mukabil bir mevkiin yerli halkından olup da o gün her hangi bir sebeple başka bir 
yerde bulunanlar sayıma dahil edilmemişlerdir.  
 
C. Sayımın hazırlanması:  
 
1935 nüfus sayımı hazırladıkları filen, 30 Mayıs 1934 tarih ve 2465 sayılı nüfus sayımı kanunun 
neşrinden sonra başlamıştır. Fakat Umum Müdürlüğün bu husustaki tetkikleri 3 sene evvel başlamış 
bulunuyordu.  
 
D. Ana dili:  
 
Bu nam altında toplanan malumat, aile içinde konuşulan lisana aittir. Bu itibarla bir ailenin henüz 
konuşamıyacak yaşdaki çocukları için ana dili olarak ev içinde konuşulan dil kaydedilmiştir. Ana 
dilinden maada konuşlan lisan için sadece ferdin konuşduğunu söylediği lisan kabul edilmiştir. 
Müteaddit lisanlar bildiğini kaydettirenler için beyanatının başında söylediği lisan nazarı itibara 
alınmıştır.  
 
The information which was collected under this title is the language tat is spoken within the family. 
The mother tongue for children of the family that are too young to speak should be noted as the 
language which is spoken in the home.  
 
[The mother tongue for children who are too young to speak should be recorded as the language 
spoken in the home.]  
 
For the language(s) spoken in addition to the mother tongue, only the language that is spoken by the 
individual speaking (that language) was accepted. For those that indicate they are multi-lingual, as 
aforementioned the language that is spoken the important decision will be taken.  
 
E. Din:  
 
Din sualine yazılacak cevabın muhtelif mezheplerdeki islamlar için yalnız (islam), Hiristiyanlar için 
başlica mezhepler itibarile (Protestan, Katolik, Ortodoks, Gregoryan) ve Museviler için (Musevi) 
şeklinde yazılması talimatnamelerle izah olunmasına rağmen bazı sayım memurları din sualine 
mezhep tefriki yapmağa imkan vermeyen (Hıristiyan, Ermeni) gibi cevaplar yazmışlardır. Bu kabil 
cevaplar, tashihlerine imkan görülemediğini için aynen tasnif ve neşrolunmuşlardır. Dine ait 
tablolarda bu şekilde gayri  mantıkı  bir din tasnifi görünmesi bu sebepten ileri gelmektedir.  
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Regarding the answers written to the religion question that are not [in the same format with the 
rules, [that is] for the Jews (Jewish) for the Christians the main known sects (Protestant, Catholic, 
Orthodox, Gregorian), for Muslims that are in various sects of Islam (only Islam), despite [this] 
some of the census takers wrote answers that were not possible like Christian, Armenian, to make 
distinctions to the religion question.  
 
Because it is possible that the adjustments [?] were not seen, the possible answers have been exactly 
classified and distributed/spread. In the tables regarding religion, this illogical shape/form 
observable in the religion classification is presented from (?) this reason.  
 
[Because it is possible that there were unforeseen adjustments, the possible answers have been 
precisely classified and categorized. Thus, for this reason, these anomalies can be observed.]  
 
F. Tahsil:  
 
Tahsil derecesi hususunda asğari mikyas olarak yeni alfabe ile okur yazarlık nazarı itibara alınmıştır. 
Ecnebi lisanlarda okur yazar olanlar da (Türkiye için arap harfleri hariç olmak üzere) okur yazar 
addedilmiştir.  
 
Reading and writing the new alphabet was regarded as the minimum standard/criteria for education 
level. Also those reading and writing in foreign languages (for Turkey those reading Arabic letters 
are excluded) was also counted.  
 
III. Census 1950. From Genel nüfus sayımı 1950 [General census 1950], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti 
Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1950. 
 
A. Religion:  
 
The religion of a person will be entered in this column. In the case of Christians, the census taker 
will only inscribe the denominations, such as Protestant, Roman Catholic, Greek Orthodox, 
Gregorian Armenian, while in the case of Moslems, Jews and others he will give only the name of 
the general religion omitting the denominations thereof.  
 
B. Mother Tongue:  
  
9.Sayılı sütuna: Anadili yazılacaktır. Anadilinden maksat  [purpose], sayımı yapılan kimsenin aile 
arasında koluylıkla ve ekseriyetle konuştuğu dildir. Henüz konuşamıyan çocuklar için ana dili evde 
kendi aralarında konoştuğu dil yazılacaktır. Bir aile efradının anadilinin aynı ve müşterek olması şart 
değildir. Çok yaşlı kimselerle küçük çocukların bazı hallerde anadili farklı olabilir. Bu takdirde aile 
fertlerinden her birinin konuştuğu dil anadili olarak yazılacaktır.  
 
In this column will be inscribed the mother tongue of a person whose census is taken. This is the 
language which he speaks easily and usually speaks at home. For small children who are unable to 
speak, the language spoken among the members of the family will be inscribed as the mother 
tongue.  
 
Members of the family do not necessarily have one common mother tongue. The young and aged 
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members of a family may have different mother tongues. In such cases, each member of the family 
will have the language he usually speaks inscribed as his mother tongue.  
 
C. Second Language: 
 
10. Sayılı sütuna: Ana dilinden başka bir dil bilenlerin bildikleri en iyi dil yazılacaktır. Konuşulamıyan 
diller ikinci dil olarak yazılmamalıdır. İkinci bir dil bilmeyenler için bu sütuna (x) işareti konacaktır.  
Anadili Türkçe olmıyanlara Türkçe konuşup konuşmadıkları sorulacak, Türkçe biliyorsa diğer bir dil 
bilip bilmediği nazarı itibara alınmaksızın ikinci dil olarak Türkçe yazılacaktır. Mahalli diller, mümkün 
olduğu kadar  lehçeleriyle belirtilecektir. Azerice, Kırdaşça, Zazaca, Tatarca, Abazaca, Kırmanca, 
Boşnakca, Pomakca... gibi.   
 
Hare (sp) will be inscribed the language which a person knows best after his mother tongue. 
Languages which one cannot speak should not be inscribed as the second language. For those who 
do not know a second language, the letter <<X>> will be inscribed into this column.  
 
The census taker will ask those whose mother tongue is not Turkish if they can speak the latter 
tongue. If they can, he will inscribe Turkish as the second language without inquiring whether they 
know another language.  
 
In the case of local tongues, dialects must be clearly stated, such as Azeri, Kırdaş, Zaza, Abaza, 
Kırman, Bosnian, Pomak, etc.  
 
D. Ability to Read:  
  
14. Sayılı sütuna: Okuma bilip bilmediği yazılacaktır. Bu sütundaki sor 6 yaşını ikmal etmiş olanlara 
sorulacak daha küçüklar için (x) işaret konacaktır. Okuma bilenler i.in (?) evet yerine (E), bilmeyenler 
için hayır yerine (H) harfi yazılacaktır. Eski harflerle veya başka dilde yazılanları okuyabilenler de 
okuma biliyor sayılır. Okuma bilmiyor my sorusu yazma biliyor mu sorusu ile birleştirilerek (okuma 
yazma biliyor mu?) şeklinde sorulmamalıdır.  
 
The ability to read will be inscribed hare (sp). The census taker will not ask children under 6 if they 
can read, inscribing the letter <<x>> for them. The letter "E" will be inscribed for those who can 
read, and the letter "H" for those who are unable to read. Those who can read Arabic script or any 
other language will also be considered as persons who are able to read. The question "Can you read" 
and the question "Can you write" must be asked separately. They must not be joined in one 
question, e.g., <<Can you read and write?>>  
 
E. Ability to Write:  
 
15. Sayılı sütuna:   Yazma bilip bilmediği yazılacaktır. Bu sütundaki sor 6 yaşını ikmal etmiş olanlara 
sorulacak daha küçüklar için (x) işaret konacaktır. Yazma bilenler için evet yerine (E), bilmiyenler için 
hayır yerine (H) harfi yazılacaktır. Eski harflarle veya başka alfabelerle yazma bilenler de yazma 
biliyor sayılır. Yeni harflarle ve Türkçe yazabilmek şart değildir. Sadece imzasını atabilenler yazma 
biliyor sayılmazlar.  
 
The ability to write will be inscribed here. The census and the letter <<H>> for those who cannot 
write. Ability to bing (?) the letter "x" for them.  The letter "E" will be inscribed for those who can 
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write and the letter "H" for those who cannot write. Ability to write Turkish in Latin script is not 
absolutely necessary in order to be considered as "Able to write". Those who can write the Arabic 
script or any other foreign tongue will also be considered as persons able to write. Those who can 
only write their name for signature, however, will not be considered as "Able to write."  
 
F. Persons Attending School:  
 
16. Sayılı sütuna:   Okula devam edenler için evet yerine (E), etmiyenler için hayır yerine (H) 
yazılacaktır. Her hangi bir okul veya fakülteye kayıtlı olanlarla, kaydolunmak üzere bulunanlar da 
devam ediyor sayılırlar.  
 
In this column, the word "E" will be inscribed for those who are attending school, and the word 
"H" for those who are not. Those who are enrolled in a school or college, or are about to be 
enrollled will be deemed as attending a school.  
 
G. Degree of Education:  
 
17. Sayılı sütuna:  İkmal edilmiş tahsil müessessesinin nev'i ve derecesi yazılacaktır. By soru 6 ve daha 
yukarı yaştakilere sorulacak daha küçükler için (x) işareti konacaktır. Sayımı yapılan kimse her hangi 
bir okul veya tahsil müessesesini ikmal etmiş ise mesun olduğu en yüksek tahsil müessesesinin nev'i 
ve derecesi açıklanarak yazılacaktır.  
 
İlk okul mezunları için (İlk)  
Orta okul mezunları için (Orta)  
Lise okul mezunları için (Lise) diye yazılacaktır.  
 
The type and grade of a school where a person has completed his education will be inscribed here. 
The census taker will put this question only to those who are 6 or over 6, writing the letter "X" for 
those who are under it. If the person whose census is taken studied in various schools or educational 
institutions, only the highest of such schools or institutions he graduated from will be inscribed.  
The census taker will write:  
a) the word "Primary" for the graduates of primary schools;  
b) the word "Junior High" for the graduates of junior high schools; and  
c) the word "High School" for the graduates of high schools.  
 
In the case of those who may say that they have graduated from such schools that no longer exist, 
the census taker will write what he is told. But he does not have to write the specific name of such 
schools...  
 
VI. 1955 census. From Genel nüfus sayımı 1955. [General census 1955], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti 
Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1960. 
 
Devletçe çok emek ve paraya mal olan sayım işinde doğru neticeye ulaşmak sizin dikkat ve 
hassasiyetinize bağlıdır. Bunun için sorularla açıklamaları ve yönetmelikleri iyice okuyup tamamen 
kavradıktan sonra işe başlayınız ve cetveli eksiksiz doldu.  
 
The achievement of correct results in the census, which is effected at  great cost and effort to the 
State, depends on your care and attention to detail. Therefore, begin your work only after having 
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read and understood thoroughly the questionnaires, explanations and Regulation, filling out the 
questionaires without omissions.  
 
A. Mother Tongue:  
 
Ana dili nedir?  
Bu sorunun karşısına ev içinde, aile arasında mutad olarak konuşulan dil yazılır. Henüz 
konuşamıyacak yaşlarda bulunan çocukların ana dilleri, anne ve babalarının konuştukları dildir.  
 
What is the mother tongue? The language customarily spoken among the family in the home shall be 
written opposite this question. The mother tongue of children still too young to speak is the 
language spoken by their mother and father.  
 
Ana dilinden başka en iyi konuştuğu ikinci dil nedir? 
Bu sorunun karşısına cevap olarak:  
a) Ana dilinden başka meramını ifade edebilecek derecede konuşabildiği dilin adı, 
b) Ana dilinden başka bir kaç dil biliyorsa bunlardan en iyi konuşabildiği dilin adı,  
c) Ana dilinden başka dil bilmiyorsa << bilmiyor>> kelimesi yazılır.  
 
What is the second language best spoken after the mother tongue? This question shall be answered 
as follows:  
a) The language, aside from the mother tongue, spoken well enough to make oneself understood;  
b) If several languages are spoken aside from the mother tongue, the language best spoken shall be 
the inscribed;  
c) If no other language is spoken besides the mother tongue, the word <<none>> shall be 
inscribed.  
 
B. Religion:  
 
Hangi dindendir?  
Bu sorunun karşısına sayımı yapılan kimsenin beyan ettiği dinin adı yazılır. İslamların dini mezhep 
zikretmeksizin <<İslam>>, musevillerin dini <<Musevi>> olarak gösterilir. Hıristiyanlara gelince, 
bunlar için, Protestan, Katoli, Ortodoks, Gragoryan ve saire gibi mezhep zikredilmek suretiyle cevap 
yazılır. Çocukların dinleri anne ve babalarının beyanına istinaden tesbit olunur.  
 
What is the person's religion?  
The name of the religion given by the person shall be written opposite this question. The religion of 
Moslems shall be mentioned as <<Islam>>, without the mention of sects, and the religion of the 
Jews as <<Jewish>>. In the case of Christians, their denominations shall be mentioned, such as 
Protestant, Catholic, Orthodox, Gregorian, Armenian, etc.  The religion of children is determined in 
accordance with the statement made by their mother and father.  
 
C. Literacy  
The questions on the census regarding literacy were as follows:  
 
Okumak biliyor mu? 
Can he read?  
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Yazmak biliyor mu?  
Can he write?  
 
11 ve 12 inci sorular aynı sırada tertiplenmiştir. Bunlardan 11 inci sorunun cevabı, bu soruyu hemen 
takip eden boşluğa 12 inci sorunun cevabı da yine bu soruyu takip eden boşluğa yazılır. Her iki sory 6 
yaşını tamamlamış yani 7 yaşına basmış olanlarla daha yukarı yaşlardaki kimselere sorulur ve soruların 
karşılarına biliyorum dienler için <<Evet>>, bilmiyorum diyenler için << Hayır>> cevabı yazılır.     
 
Questions 11 and 12 have been placed on the same line. The answers to each question shall be 
written directly following each other. Both questions shall be put to those persons who have 
completed their 6th year, that is who have begun their seventh year, and to those over that age. The 
word <<yes>> shall be inscribed for those answering in the affirmative and the word <<no>> for 
those answering in the negative.  
 
VII. Census 1970. From Genel nüfus sayımı 1970 [General census 1970], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti 
Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1970. 
 
A. Language:  
  
Anadil. Anadilinden amaç, hanehalkının kendi arasında mutat olarak, konuştuğu dildir. Konuşma 
çağında olmayan çocukların dilleri anne ve babanın konuştukları dil olarak kabul edilmiştir.  
 
Anadilinden başka en iyi konuştuğu dil. Anadilinden başka meramını anlatabilecek derecede 
konuşulan dildir. Birden fazla dil bilenlerin en iyi bildiği dil, ikinci dil olarak alınmıştır.  
 
The mother tongue is the language usually spoken among the members of the household. The 
mother tongue of the children who are not able to talk are taken to be that of the parents.  
 
Second best language spoken  
The second language is the language spoken by the household other than the mother tongue. If 
more than one language is spoken, the best known was taken as the second language.  
 
B. Literacy  
 
Okuryazarlık  
Yeni harlerde hem okuma hem yazma bilen kimsa okuryazar olarak kabul edilmiştir. Okuman bilip 
de yazma bilmiyen kimse okuryazar olmadığı gibi yalnız T.C. tabiiyetinde olup eski Türk harfleri ile 
okuma, yazma bilenler de okuryazar olarak kabul edilmemiştir.  
 
Persons who can read and write in Roman letters were taken to be literate. Person who knew how to 
read but did not know how to write and persons who are Turkish citizens but know how to read and 
write in Arabic letters were not counted as literate.  
 
C. Eduacation 
Bitirilen son öğrenim kurumu  
Sayımı yapılan kimsenin tamamladığı (bitirdiği) son öğrenim kademesi yazılmıştır. Beş sınıflı olmayan 
ilk okulları bitirenler ilkokul mezunu  edilmemiştir. Ayrica, kurslar da tahsil kademesi olarak kabul 
edilmiştir.  
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Last school completed 
The last educational level completed (graduated) by the person enumerated was indicated. Graduates 
of primary schools of less than five years were not counted as graduates of primary school. Also, 
courses completed were not counted as an educational level. 
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Appendix B 
 
Legal References 
Table B1 
Referenced Turkish Laws 
 
Name of the law 
 
Number 
 
Year 
Law on Unification of Education 430 1924 
Law Relating to the Adoption of New Turkish Alphabet 1353 1928 
Law on the Universities 2252 1933 
Compulsory Settlement Law  1935 
Law on the University Autonomy 4936 1946 
Elementary Education Law 222 1961 
Law on Institutions of Private Education 625 1965 
Law on the Institutions of Private Education 625 1965 
Law on Universities 1750 1973 
Higher Education Law 2547 1981 
Law No. 2932, The Law on Publications and Broadcasts in 
Languages Other Than Turkish 
2932 1982 
Bylaw on the Learning of Languages and Dialects Used Traditionally 
by Turkish Citizens in Their Daily Lives 
4771 2002 
The Foreign Language Education and Teaching Law (Article 11) 2923 2002 
Higher Education Law 
 
5463 
 
2004 
 
 
International Acts and Treaties 
 
Convention Concerning the Exchange of Greek and Turkish Populations (May 1, 1923). Retrieved  
on June 20, 2010 from http://www.hri.org/docs/straits/exchange.html  
 
Single European Act (1987). Retrieved on June 20, 2010 from 
http://europa.eu/scadplus/treaties/singleact_en.htm 
 
Sykes-Picot Agreement (May 15-16, 1916). Retrieved on January 9, 2010 from  
http://wwi.lib.byu.edu/index.php/Sykes-Picot_Agreement 
 
Treaty Establishing the European Community as Amended by Subsequent Treaties (1957). Retrieved on  
October 13, 2009 from http://europa.eu/scadplus/treaties/eec_en.htm 
 
Treaty of Lausanne (July 24, 1923). Retrieved on August 14, 2009 from  
http://wwi.lib.byu.edu/index.php/Treaty_of_Lausanne 
  
Treaty of Sèvres (August 10, 1920). Retrieved on August 14, 2009 from 
http://wwi.lib.byu.edu/index.php/Peace_Treaty_of_S%C3%A8vres 
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Appendix C 
 
Language Speaker Distribution in 1935 
 
Table C1  
 
Language Speaker Distribution by Percentage by Province in 1935  
 
 
Provinces 
 
Total  
 
Turkish  
 
Abaza  
 
Albanian   
 
Arabic   
 
Armenian  
 
Bosnian  
 
Bulgarian  
 
Circassian  
 
Coptic  
 
Croatian   
 
Czechoslovakian  
 
English  
 
Flemish  
 
French   
 
German  
 
Georgian  
 
Greek  
 
Hungarian  
 
Italian  
 
Jewish  
 
Kurdish  
 
Laz   
 
Persian  
 
Polish   
 
Pomak   
 
Romanian  
 
Russian  
 
Serbian  
 
Spanish   
 
Swedish  
 
Tatar  
 
Other/Unknown  
  
Total 
A. Karahisar 299,248 99.6 … 0 0 0 0.1 0 0.2 … … … … … 0 0 0 0 0 … 0 0 0 0 … … … 0 … 0 … 0 0 100 
Ağrı 107,206 27.7 0 0 0 0 … … … … … … … … … … 0 0 … … 0 72.1 0.1 0.1 … … … 0 … … … … … 100 
Amasya 128,113 95 … 0.3 0 0.6 0 0 1.7 … … … 0 … 0 0 0 0 0 … … 2.3 0 … … … … 0 0 … … 0 … 100 
Ankara 534,025 93.9 0 0.1 0 0.1 0.1 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 … 0 0 0 0.1 4.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.4 0 100 
Antalya 242,609 99.4 0 0 0 0 … 0 0.3 … … … 0 … 0 0 … 0.2 0 0 0 0 … 0 … … … 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Aydın 261,078 98 … 0.3 0 0 0.3 0.2 0.2 0 … … 0 … … 0 … 0.7 0 0 0 0.1 … 0 … … 0 0 0.1 0 … 0 0 100 
Balıkesir 481,372 93.9 … 0.1 0 0 0.3 0.5 1.9 0.2 0 … 0 … 0 0 0.7 0.7 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 1 0 0.1 0.3 0 … 0.1 0 100 
Bilecik 125,421 97.5 0.4 0.1 0 0 0.1 0.4 1.6 … 0 … … … … 0 0 0 … … … 0 0 … … … … … 0 … … 0 0 100 
Bolu 248,027 98 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 0.1 … … … … 0 0 0.4 0 0 … … 0 0.8 0 … … … … … 0 … 0 … 100 
Burdur 95,809 99.8 … 0 0 … 0 … 0 … … … … … … … … 0.1 … … … 0.1 … … … … … 0 … 0 … 0 … 100 
Bursa 442,760 95.8 0.2 0.3 0 0 0.5 0.2 0.9 0.1 … … 0 … 0 0 1.3 0.1 0 0 0.1 0 0.1 0 0 0.2 
 
0 0 0 … 0.1 0 100 
Çanakkale 222,792 90.2 0 0.1 0 0 0.6 0.1 1.5 0.1 … 0 0 … 0 0 0 3.4 0 0 0.6 0 0 0 … 3.3 0 0 0 0 … 0.1 0 100 
Çankiri 177,587 99.9 … … 0 0 … 0 … 0.1 … … … … 0 0 0 … 0 … … 0 … … … … … 0 … … … … … 100 
Çoruh 271,868 73.8 … 0 0 0.7 … 0 0 … … … … … … … 5.6 0 … 0 … 0 19.7 … … 0 … 0 … 0 … 0 0 100 
Çorum 284,805 94.2 … 0 … 0 0 … 1.8 0 … … … … … 0 0 0 0 … … 3.9 0 0 … … … 0 … … … 0.1 … 100 
Denizli 285,918 99.6 … 0 0 … 0 0 0.4 … … … … … … … … 0 … … 0 0 … 0 … … … … 0 0 … 0 0 100 
Diyarbakır 214,136 26.1 0 0 0.7 0.3 0 0 0 0 … … … … … 0 0.1 0 0 … 0 72.8 0 0 0 0 … 0 0 0 … … 0 100 
Edirne 184,841 92 … 0.1 0 0 0.2 0.6 0 0.9 0 0 … … 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.6 0.2 0 0 … 3.9 0 0 0 0.1 … 0.2 0 100 
Elazığ 256,192 56.3 … 0.2 0 0.3 0.1 0 0 0 … … … 0 … 0 0 0 0 0 0 41 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 … 0 … 2 100 
Erzincan 157,345 59.1 … 0 0 0 … … 0.2 … … … … … … … 0 0 … … … 40.7 0 0 … … … 0 … … … 0 0 100 
Erzurum 385,207 84.8 0 … 0 0 0 … 0.1 0 … … … … 0 0 0 0 … … 0 15 0 0 0 0 
 
0 0 … … 0 … 100 
Eskişehir 183,225 93 0 0.2 0 0 0.3 0 1.1 0 … 0 0 … 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 … 4.5 0 100 
Gazianep 283,510 86.3 0 0 1.3 0 0 0 0.1 0 … … 0 … 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12.1 … 0 0 … 0 0 … … … 0 0 100 
Giresun 148,517 99.5 … 0 … … … … 0 … … … 0 … 0 0 0.1 0 … 0 0 0.4 0 … … … … 0 … … … … … 100 
Gümüşhane 162,667 97.8 … … 0 … … 0 0.1 … … 0 0 … … … … … … 0 0 2.1 0 0 0 … … 0 0 … … … … 100 
Içel 244,238 94 0 0 5.2 0 0 0 0.1 0 … 0 0 0 0 0 … 0.3 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 … 0 
 
0 0 100 
Isparta 166,462 99.7 … … 0 0 … … … … … … … … … … 0 0.3 0 … 0 0 … … … … … 0 … … … … 0 100 
Istanbul 882,540 78.5 0 0.8 0.3 4.5 0.1 0.5 0 0.1 0 0 0.1 0 0.4 0.4 0 9.1 0 0.4 3 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.1 0.9 0 0.1 0.1 100 
Izmir 597,923 93.6 0 0.4 0 0 0.6 0.4 0.2 0.1 0 0 0.1 0 0.2 0 0 1.4 0 0.1 1.5 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 0.9 0 0 0 100 
Kars 305,536 76.1 0 0 0 0 … … 0.2 … … 0 … 0 … 0 0 … … … 0 23.2 0 0.1 0 … … 0.4 … … … 0 0.1 100 
Kastamonu 361,191 99 0 0 0 0.5 0 … 0 0.1 … … … … 0 … 0.1 0 0 0 0 0.3 0 0 … 0 … 0 … … … 0 0 100 
Kayseri 310,458 92.4 0 0.1 0 0.3 0.1 0.2 4.8 … … … 0 … 0 0 … 0 0 0 0 2.1 0 0 … … 0 0 0 0 
 
0 0 100 
Kırklareli 172,697 92.2 0 0.4 0 0 0.7 0.4 0 0.3 0 0 0 … 0 0 0 0.1 0 … 0.2 0.2 0 0 0 5.1 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 100 
Kırşehir 145,932 93.1 
 
… 0 0 0 … 0.2 … … … … … … … … … 0 … … 6.6 … 0 … … … … … … … 0 … 100 
Kocaeli 335,292 86.2 2 0.4 0 0.1 2.3 0.3 1.8 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 4.3 0 0 0 0 0.5 1.6 0 0 0.2 … 0 0.1 … 0 0.1 0 100 
Konya 569,684 95.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.3 0 … … 0 … 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 … 0 0 … 0 0.3 0 100 
Kütahya 347,682 99.8 … 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 … 0 0 … … 0 0 0 0 0 … 0 0 0 … … … 0 0 … … 0 … 100 
Malatya 410,162 60.2 … 0 0 0.4 0 0 0 0 … … … 0 0 0 … 0 0 0 0 39.3 0 0 0 … … 0 … 0 … … 0 100 
Manisa 426,237 98.6 … 0.5 0 0 0.1 0.2 0.2 0 … 0 … … 0 0 … 0.2 0 … 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 … … 0 0 100 
Mardin 229,921 6.9 0 0 24.9 0.1 0 0 0.1 0 … … 0 0 … … 0 0 … … 0 63.8 0 0 … 0 … 0 0 … … 0 4.2 100 
Muğla 196,772 99.3 … 0 0 … 0 0 0 … … … 0 … 0 0 … 0.1 0 … 0 0 0 0.3 … … … 0 0 0.2 … 0 0 100 
Muş 143,898 26.4 … … 3.4 0.2 … … 0.7 … … … … … … … 0 … … … … 69.1 0.2 0 … … … 0 … … … … 0 100 
Niğde 247,376 96.6 … 0 0 0 0.1 0 0.1 … … … … 0 … 0 0 0 … … … 3 … 0 … 0 0 0 0 … … 0 0 100 
Ordu 283,054 97.3 0 0 0 0.2 … 0 0 … … … … … 0 0 2.4 0 0 0 … 0 0 … … … … 0 
 
… … … … 100 
Samsun 337,817 95.2 0 0.5 0 0.1 0 0.1 2.1 … … 0 0 … 0 0 1.2 0 0 0 0 0.6 0.1 0 0 0.1 
 
0 0 0 … 0 0 100 
Seyhan 383,313 90.3 0 0.2 4.6 0 0.2 0 0.5 … 0 … 0 … 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 1.7 … 0 … 0 0 0 0 0 … 0 2.2 100 
Siirt 127,518 6.2 … 0 13.8 0.1 0 0 0 … … … … … … 0 … 0 … … 0 79.4 … 0 … … … … … … … … 0.4 100 
Sinop 192,303 96.2 0.3 0.1 0 0.8 0 … 0.8 … 0 0 … … 0 0 1.4 0 0 … 0 0.4 0 0 0 … … 0 0 … … … … 100 
Sıvas 432,633 86 0 0 0 0.7 0.1 0 1.3 … … 0 … … 0 0 0 0 0 … 0 11.7 0 0 0 … … 0 0 0 … 0 0.1 100 
Tekirdağ 194,252 96 … 0.3 0 0.1 0 1 0 … 0 … 0 0 0 0 0 0 … 0 0.3 0.4 0 0 0 1.2 0.2 0 0 0.1 0 0.1 … 100 
Tokat 309,863 94.7 0 0 0 0.3 0 0 2.3 … … 0 … … … 0 0.9 0 0 0 0 1.7 0 0 … … … 0 0 0 … 0 0 100 
Trabzon 360,680 99.3 … 0 0 0 0 0 0 … … 0 0 … 0 0 0 0.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 … … 0 0 0 … 0 … 100 
Urfa 229,551 36.5 0 0 14.8 0 … … 0 … … … … … … 0 0 0 … … 0 48.6 0 0 0 … … 0 0 … … 0 0 100 
Van 143,434 27.2 … … 0.1 0 … … 0.2 … … … … … … … … 0 … … 0.1 72.4 0 0 … … … … … … … … … 100 
Yozgat 261,821 96.6 … 0.2 0 0.3 0.2 0 0.7 … … 0 … … 0 0 0 0 0 … … 1.9 … 0 … 0 0 … 0.1 … … 0 … 100 
Zonguldak 322,108 99.7 … 0 0 0 0 0 0 … … 0 0 … 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 … … 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
                                   
Note. Adapted from Genel nüfus sayımı 1935 [General census 1935], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1937.  
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Appendix D 
 
Language Speaker Distribution in 1945 
 
Table D1 
 
Language Speaker Distribution by Percentage by Province in 1945 
   
 
Provinces 
 
Total  Turkish  Abaza   Persian   German   Arabic   Albanian  Bosnian  Bulgarian   Czechoslovakian  Circassian  Armenian  Flemish  French   Georgian   Croatian   English   Spanish   Swedish  Italian   Coptic   Laz  Polish  Hungarian   Pomak   Romanian   Greek   Russian   Serbian   Tatar   Jewish   Kurdish   Other /Unknown   Total 
A. Karahisar 335,609 99.6  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0  0.2 0.0  0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0     0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 100.0 
Ağrı 133,504 40.8    0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0    0.0       0.0 0.0    0.0  0.0 0.0  59.2  100.0 
Amasya 147,870 96.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0  0.9 0.4  0.0 0.2       0.0  0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 1.9 0.0 100.0 
Ankara 695,491 96.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.1 2.5 0.0 100.0 
Antalya 278,178 99.2   0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0  0.3 0.0  0.0        0.0     0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.1 0.0 100.0 
Aydın 294,407 99.2  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1  0.0   0.0   0.0 0.0   0.0    0.0  0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.2  100.0 
Balıkesir 524,881 97.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.0 0.9 0.0  0.0 0.6  0.0 0.0  0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 100.0 
Bilecik 136,057 97.6 0.2   0.1 0.1 0.0 0.5 0.0 1.1 0.0   0.0      0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0  0.1  0.0 0.1  0.2  100.0 
Bingöl 75,510 43.8    0.0     0.4 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0      0.0     0.0 0.0   0.0 55.7  100.0 
Bitlis 71,950 37.1 0.0 0.0  1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0               0.0 0.0    60.5  100.0 
Bolu 278,670 92.3 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 2.1 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.7   0.0   0.0 1.6 0.8   0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.4 0.0 100.0 
Burdur 125,792 99.3    0.0     0.6                0.0     0.1 0.0 100.0 
Bursa 492,074 97.5 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.2  0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0 100.0 
Çanakkale 317,253 94.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.0  0.4 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.9 0.0 100.0 
Çankiri 197,356 99.9 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0  0.0    0.0   0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.1  100.0 
Çoruh 166,298 81.5          0.8   6.1       7.4 4.2    0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0  100.0 
Çorum 312,723 95.2  0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0  0.0 0.0  0.0   0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6  100.0 
Denizli 315,933 99.8   0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.1    0.0        0.0    0.0   0.0  0.0  100.0 
Diyarbakır 249,949 27.4  0.0 0.0 0.9  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2  0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0     0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 71.4 0.0 100.0 
Edirne 198,273 96.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0  0.0  0.1  0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0  1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 1.0 0.2 0.0 100.0 
Elazığ 198,078 57.9 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.2  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0    0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 41.5 0.0 100.0 
Erzincan 171,848 91.3   0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1  0.0 0.0 0.1   0.0  0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0     0.0 0.0   0.0 8.5 0.0 100.0 
Erzurum 395,876 88.9 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0   0.0    0.0    0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.1 0.0 100.0 
Eskişehir 244,252 96.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.4 0.3 100.0 
Gazianep 290,056 92.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0   0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0  0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 6.8 0.0 100.0 
Giresun 283,626 99.7   0.0 0.0      0.0  0.0 0.3     0.0  0.0  0.0   0.0 0.0    0.0  100.0 
Gümüşhane 190,129 98.6 0.0 0.0  0.0   0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0            0.0 0.0   0.0 1.3  100.0 
Hakkari 35,124 11.4  0.0  0.0    0.0    0.0                0.0  0.1 87.8 0.6 100.0 
Hatay 254,141 59.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 39.2 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.2 0.1  0.0   0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 100.0 
Içel 279,475 95.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.1 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0  0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 100.0 
Istanbul ##### 83.3 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.4 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.4 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.8 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.5 0.2 0.1 0.0 2.9 0.2 0.0 100.0 
Izmir 673,581 96.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0  0.1 0.0  0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.2 0.0 1.8 0.1 0.0 100.0 
Isparta 172,543 99.5   0.2 0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0          0.0     0.3 0.0   0.0 0.0  100.0 
Kars 381,175 82.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0  0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0  0.0 0.3 0.0   17.2 0.0 100.0 
Kastamonu 385,403 99.2  0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0 0.4  0.0 0.1      0.0  0.0   0.0 0.0     0.3 0.0 100.0 
Kayseri 370,045 94.1 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0   0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 1.7 0.0 100.0 
Kırklareli 178,192 97.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.6 0.2  0.0 0.0  0.0    0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0  0.0 1.4 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1  100.0 
Kırşehir 157,565 97.6   0.1 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0    0.0 0.0  0.0  0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.2 0.0 100.0 
Kocaeli 416,056 92.8 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 1.2 0.0  0.8 0.1 0.0 0.0 2.2  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.4 0.0 100.0 
Konya 661,833 96.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 3.5 0.0 100.0 
Kütahya 384,596 99.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0  0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0     0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 100.0 
Malatya 428,652 66.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.2  0.0 0.0   0.0   0.0      0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 32.8 0.0 100.0 
  Manisa 472,677 98.9  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.3  0.1 0.1  0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 100.0 
Maraş 261,517 86.4  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0   0.0      0.0 0.0       0.0  0.0 10.9 0.1 100.0 
Mardin 205,673 6.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.5  0.0 0.0  0.1 0.0 0.0  0.0   0.0   0.0    0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 75.8 4.1 100.0 
Muğla 220,674 99.8  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0  0.0  0.0 0.0 0.1  0.0    0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Muş 82,239 33.6 0.0  0.0 0.6   0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0   0.0     0.0  0.0     0.0  0.0   64.5 0.0 100.0 
Niğde 296,573 98.1 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0   0.0  0.0 0.0  0.0    0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8  100.0 
Ordu 333,010 99.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0   0.0  0.0 0.8     0.0       0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Rize 171,927 85.9 0.0  0.0       0.0   0.0  0.0   0.0  14.0   0.0   0.0  0.0  0.0  100.0 
Samsun 407,495 97.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0  0.8 0.1  0.0 1.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5  100.0 
Seyhan 415,184 97.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 100.0 
Siirt 122,198 9.9 0.0   8.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0  0.0   0.0    0.0   0.0  0.0  0.0 81.0 0.1 100.0 
Sinop 205,311 98.5 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0    0.2 0.4  0.0 0.1   0.0      0.0 0.0      0.0 0.7 0.0 100.0 
Sivas 490,458 88.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.4  0.0 0.0    0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0    0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 10.1 0.1 100.0 
Tekirdağ 202,601 98.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.0 100.0 
Tokat 340,825 97.7  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0  0.0 0.9 0.1  0.0 0.4      0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0 0.7  100.0 
Trabzon 395,350 99.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0   0.0  0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0  0.0  0.0     0.0 0.0    0.0  100.0 
Tunceli 90,484 47.0 0.0 0.1  0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0  0.0          0.0    0.0    0.0  0.0 52.9  100.0 
Urfa 244,600 41.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0  0.0  0.1 50.2 0.0 100.0 
Van 127,683 39.7  0.0 0.0 0.3   0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0   0.0                0.1 60.0  100.0 
Yozgat 287,371 98.2   0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0   0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.9 0.0 100.0 
Zonguldak 383,771 99.7  0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0   0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 100.0 
                                   
Note. Adapted from Genel nüfus sayımı 1945 [General census 1945], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1950.  
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Appendix E 
 
Language Speaker Distribution in 1950 
 
Table E1  
 
Language Speaker Distribution by Percentage by Province in 1950 
  
                              
Provinces Total Turkish Abaza Persian Arabic Albanian Bosnian Circassian Armenian Georgian Kirman Kirdash Zaza Laz Pomak Greek Jewish Greek Flemish French Italian Bulgarian Czechoslovakian Croatian Polish Russian Serbian Other/Unknown Total 
A. Karahisar 372,273 99.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Ağrı 155,455 31.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 68.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Amasya 163,669 95.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 1.1 0.4 0.6 1.4 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2 100.1 
Ankara 819,693 94.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 100.0 
Antalya 311,442 99.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 100.1 
Aydın 335,663 98.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Balıkesir 563,221 96.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.8 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 100.0 
Bilecik 137,030 98.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 100.0 
Bingöl 97,328 22.9 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.1 0.0 33.4 0.0 43.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Bitlis 88,634 33.1 0.0 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 61.0 0.0 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Bolu 303,111 92.5 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.2 0.0 1.4 0.6 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 100.0 
Burdur 136,555 99.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 100.1 
Bursa 545,919 97.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.0 1.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 100.0 
Çanakkale 289,429 91.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 2.5 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 100.0 
Çankiri 217,188 98.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Çoruh 174,977 72.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 13.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Çorum 341,353 95.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Denizli 340,277 99.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Diyarbakır 293,738 28.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 54.4 0.0 16.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Edirne 221,268 96.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.3 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 100.0 
Elazığ 213,330 56.4 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 27.9 0.0 15.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Erzincan 197,770 86.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.7 0.3 4.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Erzurum 461,090 83.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.9 0.1 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 100.0 
Eskişehir 276,164 94.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.7 100.0 
Gaziantep 328,343 91.1 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Giresun 299,555 99.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Gümüşhane 203,994 98.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Hakkari 44,207 9.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 89.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 100.0 
Hatay 296,799 61.2 0.0 0.0 37.4 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 100.0 
Içel 317,929 95.8 2.1 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Isparta 186,316 99.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Istanbul 1,000,000 85.9 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.0 3.7 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 5.8 2.4 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.5 100.0 
Izmir 768,411 97.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.4 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.5 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 100.0 
Kars 410,236 75.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 22.8 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.2 100.0 
Kastamonu 412,016 99.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Kayseri 403,861 93.9 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.4 0.1 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 100.0 
Kırklareli 191,376 95.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 100.0 
Kırşehir 181,899 95.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 4.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Kocaeli 474,644 89.9 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.3 1.5 1.7 0.0 3.6 0.4 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 100.0 
Konya 741,026 95.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 3.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Kütahya 422,815 99.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Malatya 483,568 64.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 33.1 0.1 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Manisa 520,091 99.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Maraş 288,843 82.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 15.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 100.0 
Mardin 269,490 7.5 0.0 0.0 23.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 66.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 100.0 
Muğla 241,640 99.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Muş 107,286 36.5 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 51.4 0.0 9.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2 100.0 
Niğde 296,584 98.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.6 
Ordu 373,028 99.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Rize 181,512 82.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 17.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Samsun 475,660 97.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.1 0.9 0.0 0.5 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Seyhan 508,518 95.1 0.0 0.0 2.8 0.2 0.1 0.4 0.0 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 100.0 
Siirt 156,703 9.9 0.0 0.0 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 73.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 100.0 
Sinop 225,621 95.5 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.9 0.4 2.2 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Sivas 542,004 90.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.4 0.0 8.1 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 100.0 
Tekirdağ 224,821 97.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.9 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 100.0 
Tokat 388,923 96.5 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 1.2 0.1 0.6 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Trabzon 420,279 99.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Tunceli 105,759 44.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 51.1 1.4 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Urfa 298,394 41.4 0.0 0.0 13.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 42.4 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Van 145,944 33.1 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 66.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
Yozgat 324,469 96.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.5 0.2 0.0 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 100.0 
Zonguldak 426,684 99.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
                              
Note. Adapted from Genel nüfus sayımı 1950 [General census 1950], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1961.  
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Appendix F 
 
Language Speaker Distribution in 1955 
 
Table F1 
 
Language Speaker Distribution by Percentage by Province in 1955 
 
                             
Provinces Total Turkish Abaza Persian German Arabic Albanian Bosnian Bulgarian Czechoslovakian Circassian Armenian French Georgian Croatian English Italian Kurdish Laz Polish Pomak Romanian Greek Russian Serbian Jewish Other/Unknown Total 
A. Karahisar 406,166 99.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 100 
Adıyaman 208,755 99.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Ağrı 181,348 38.6 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 61.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Amasya 227,044 96.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.6 0.2 0 0.8 0 0 0 1.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Ankara 1,000,000 96 0 0 0.1 0.1 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 2.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.4 100 
Antalya 357,568 99.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 100 
Aydın 414,564 99.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 100 
Balıkesir 612,013 97.8 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.1 0 0.7 0 0 0.4 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0.2 0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0 0.2 100 
Bilecik 139,233 98 0.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0.1 100 
Bingöl 113,341 86.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 13.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Bitlis 111,187 33.3 0 0 0 2.1 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 64.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Bolu 318,219 91.9 1.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2.2 0.3 0 1.1 0 0 0 0.4 2 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0.1 100 
Burdur 157,183 99.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Bursa 598,898 97.4 0.1 0 0 0 0.1 0.2 0.1 0 0.3 0 0 1.4 0 0 0 0.1 0.1 0 0 0 0.1 0 0.1 0 0.1 100 
Çanakkale 311,456 95.7 0 0 0 0 0 0.3 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0.9 0 2.2 0 0 0.1 0.1 100 
Çankiri 228,132 99.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Çoruh 176,845 86.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 5.9 0 0 0 0.1 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Çorum 401,547 96.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Denizli 368,294 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Diyarbakır 343,903 34.7 0 0 0 0.4 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 64.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Edirne 252,190 97.4 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.2 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 1.8 0 0 0 0 0.2 0.2 100 
Elazığ 242,279 65.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 33.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Erzincan 215,592 92.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Erzurum 519,976 88.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 100 
Eskişehir 323,511 97.2 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.4 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 1.8 100 
Gaziantep 376,969 94.7 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Giresun 334,297 99.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.6 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Gümüşhane 211,563 99.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Hakkari 54,824 11.5 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 88.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Hatay 363,631 62.4 0 0 0 35.8 0 0 0 0 0.2 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 1.2 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0.1 100 
Içel 371,667 96.6 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 100 
Isparta 212,080 99.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Istanbul 2,000,000 89.1 0 0 0.2 0.2 0.2 0 0.1 0 0.1 3 0.2 0.1 0 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 0 0 0 4.2 0.1 0 1.8 0.2 100 
Izmir 910,490 98.4 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.1 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0.2 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 0.1 0.4 0.1 100 
Kars 487,844 79.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20.1 0 0 0 0 0 0.3 0 0 0.1 100 
Kastamonu 393,739 99.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.3 0 0 0 0 0 0.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Kayseri 422,010 93.7 0.1 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 4 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 1.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Kırklareli 222,856 96.7 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.4 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 2.2 0 0 0 0.1 0 0.2 100 
Kocaeli 253,174 94.9 0 0 0 0.1 0 0.9 0 0 1 0 0 1.5 0 0.1 0 0.2 0.8 0 0.3 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 100 
Konya 847,723 96.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.3 100 
Kütahya 330,978 99.5 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Malatya 342,835 98.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 1.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Manisa 562,155 99.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Maraş 336,797 87.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 10.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 99.9 
Mardin 305,520 12.9 0 0 0 16.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 66 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4.5 100 
Muğla 267,579 99.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Muş 136,401 32.1 0 0 0 0.6 0 0 0 0 0.9 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 65.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.5 100 
Nevşehir 239,054 97.6 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Niğde 285,448 98.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.2 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0.1 100 
Ordu 407,687 98.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.1 0 0 0 0 1.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 101.4 
Rize 211,967 97.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 98.1 
Sakarya 297,108 92 1.8 0 0 0 0.1 0.9 0.1 0 0.4 0.2 0 3.2 0 0 0 0.4 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0.1 0 0.2 99.4 
Samsun 549,156 98 0 0 0 0 0.3 0 0.1 0 0.7 0 0 0.5 0 0 0 0.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Seyhan 628,506 95.9 0 0 0 2.5 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Siirt 191,234 12.9 0 0 0 16.9 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 69.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 100 
Sinop 239,027 98.1 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0.3 0.4 0 0.4 0 0 0 0.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100.1 
Sivas 590,869 87.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.9 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 11.2 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 100.1 
Tekirdağ 251,071 99.3 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.1 99.6 
Tokat 388,727 96.7 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 0.1 0 1.9 0.1 0 0.1 0 0 0 0.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100.1 
Trabzon 462,249 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Tunceli 121,743 77.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Urfa 348,199 40.5 0 0 0 13.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 46 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 100 
Uşak 165,374 99.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Van 175,250 50.6 0 0 0 0.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 49.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 100 
Yozgat 391,880 96.9 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.1 0 0 0.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 100.1 
Zonguldak 491,147 99.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
                             
Note. Adapted from Genel nüfus sayımı 1955 [General census 1955], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1961.  
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Appendix G 
 
Language Speaker Distribution in 1960 
 
Table G1 
 
Language Speaker Distribution by Percentage by Province in 1960 
 
                             
Provinces Total Turkish Abaza Persian Arabic Albanian Bosnian Circassian Georgian Kurdish Laz Pomak Armenian Greek Jewish German English Italian Spanish French Portugese Bulgarian Polish Russian Serbian Croatian Other/Unknown Total 
A. Karahisar 459,115 99.8 
 
0 0 0 0 0 
 
0 0 0 0 0 
 
0 0 0 
 
0 0 0 
 
0 0 
 
0 100 
Adana 760,803 96.7 0 0 2.1 0 0 0 0 0.8 0 
 
0 0 0 0 0.3 0 0 0 
 
0 
 
0 0 
 
0 100 
Adıyaman 233,717 85.5 
  
0 0 
 
0 
 
14.5 
 
0 0 
  
0 0 0 
      
0 
 
0 100 
Ağrı 215,118 39.5 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 60.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
  
0 
   
0 0 
 
0 100 
Amasya 257,281 97.1 0 0 0 0.1 0 0.8 0.5 1.2 0 0 0.1 0 
 
0 0 0 
 
0 
 
0 
 
0 0 
 
0 100 
Ankara 1,321,380 98 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 1.1 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 100 
Antalya 416,130 99.7 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 
 
0 
  
0 0.2 
 
0 0 0 
 
0 
 
0 
    
0 100 
Artvin 196,301 89.3 
  
0 0 0 0 4.3 0 6.4 0 0 
  
0 
 
0 
 
0 
  
0 0 
  
0 100 
Aydın 467,341 99.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 
0 0 0 
 
0 0 0 
 
0 
 
0 
  
0.1 
 
0 100 
Balıkesir 670,669 98.6 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.5 0.2 0.1 0 0.1 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 
0.1 0 0.1 0 
 
0.1 100 
Bilecik 145,699 98.4 0 
 
0 0 0 1.2 0 0 
 
0 0 0 
  
0 
  
0 
 
0.1 
  
0 
 
0 100 
Bingöl 131,364 31.9 0 
 
0 0 
 
0.3 0 67.6 0 0 0 0 0 
  
0 0 
    
0 0 
 
0 100 
Bitlis 128,966 34 0 0 2 0 
 
0.1 0 63.8 0 
 
0 
 
0 0 
 
0 
     
0 
  
0 100 
Bolu 353,004 97.3 0.7 
 
0 0 0 0.9 0.3 0.3 0.6 0 0 0 
 
0 0 0 
  
0 0 0 
 
0 
 
0 100 
Burdur 179,514 99.3 0 
 
0 0 
 
0.5 0 0.2 0 
 
0 0 
 
0 
 
0 0 
  
0 
    
0 100 
Bursa 693,894 97.6 0.1 0 0 0.3 0.3 0.3 1 0 0.1 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 
0 0 0 0.1 
 
0 100 
Çanakkale 337,610 95.9 0 0 0 0 0.2 0.7 0 0.2 0 1.5 0 1.2 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 
 
0 0 0 0 
 
0.1 100 
Çankiri 241,452 99.7 
     
0 0 0.3 
  
0 
        
0 
    
0 100 
Çorum 446,389 97 0 
 
0 
 
0 0.8 0 2.1 
 
0 0 0 
 
0 
   
0 
 
0 
    
0 100 
Denizli 425,449 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 
0 
  
0 0 
 
0 0 0 
 
0 
 
0 
  
0 
 
0 100 
Diyarbakır 401,884 33.4 0 0 0.4 0 0 0 0 65.9 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0.1 0 0.1 0 
 
0 
  
0 
 
0 100 
Edirne 276,479 96 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 3.5 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 
 
0 0 0 0 
 
0.1 100 
Elazığ 278,332 99.2 0 
 
0 0 0 0 
 
0.7 0 
 
0 0 
 
0 0 0 
   
0 
 
0 0 
 
0 100 
Erzincan 243,005 79.9 
 
0 0 
 
0.2 0 
 
19.7 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
     
0 0 
 
0 100 
Erzurum 568,864 85.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 
0 0 0 
 
0 0 
 
0 100 
Eskişehir 368,827 96.9 0 
 
0 0 0.1 0.6 0 0.3 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 
0 
 
0 0 0 0 
 
1.9 100 
Gaziantep 434,579 97 
  
0.2 0 0 0 0 2.7 0 
 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
   
0 
    
0 100 
Giresun 381,453 99.4 
 
0 0 
   
0.5 0.1 0 
 
0 0 
 
0 
 
0 
 
0 
    
0 
 
0 100 
Gümüşhane 243,115 99 
 
0 0 
  
0.1 0 0.9 
  
0 
          
0 0 
 
0 100 
Hakkari 67,766 19.2 
  
0.1 
  
0 0 80.7 
 
0 
   
0 0 0 
 
0 
    
0 
 
0 100 
Hatay 441,209 64.6 0 0 33.5 0 0 0.1 0 1.4 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
   
0 0 
 
0 99.9 
Içel 444,523 97.2 0 
 
2.4 0 0 0 
 
0.2 0 
 
0 0.1 0 0 0.3 0 0 0 
 
0 
 
0 0 
 
0 100.5 
Isparta 242,352 99.8 0 
 
0 0 0 0 
 
0.1 0 
 
0 0 0 0 0 
    
0 
    
0 100 
Istanbul 1,882,092 92.7 0 0 0.2 0.2 0.1 0 0 0.1 0 0 2 2.6 0.9 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0 0.1 0 0 0.1 0 0.2 100 
Izmir 1,063,490 98.3 0 0 0 0.1 0.2 0.1 0 0.1 0 0 0 0.2 0.1 0 0.3 0.1 0 0.1 
 
0 0 0 0.3 
 
0 100 
Kars 543,600 80.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 
0 
  
0 
 
0.2 0 
 
0.1 100 
Kastamonu 433,620 99.5 
  
0 
  
0 0 0.2 0 
 
0.3 0 
 
0 
 
0 0 
  
0 
  
0 
 
0.1 100 
Kayseri 480,387 95.2 
 
0 0 0 0 3.1 0 1.6 
 
0 0 0 
 
0 0 0 
 
0 0 0 
 
0 
  
0 100 
Kırklareli 241,146 97.6 0 
 
0 0.1 0.7 0 0 0.1 0 1.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 
0 
 
0 
 
0 0.1 
 
0.1 100 
Kırşehir 175,749 93.4 0 0 0 0 
 
0.2 
 
6.4 0 
    
0 
 
0 
      
0 
 
0 100 
Kocaeli 297,463 97.4 
  
0 0 0.1 0.2 1 0.1 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0.6 0 0 
 
0 0 0 0 0 
 
0.1 100 
Konya 982,422 98.6 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 1.1 
 
0 0 0 
 
0 0 0 
   
0 
 
0 
  
0 99.9 
Kütahya 367,753 99.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 
 
0.1 0 
  
0 
 
0 
  
0 
 
0 100 
Malatya 394,172 99.2 0 
 
0 
    
0.7 
  
0.1 
  
0 0 0 
     
0 
  
0 100 
Manisa 657,104 99.8 
  
0 0 0 0 
 
0 
 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 
0 
 
0 
 
0 0.1 
 
0 100 
Maraş 389,857 84.9 0 
 
0 0 
 
1.6 
 
13.3 0 
 
0 0 
 
0 
   
0 
 
0 
   
0 0.2 100 
Mardin 353,411 8.6 0 
 
20.9 
  
0 
 
66.4 0 0 2.9 0 0 0 0 0 
 
0 
    
0 
 
1.1 100 
Muğla 299,611 100 
 
0 0 0 0 0 
 
0 
  
0 0 0 0 
 
0 0 0 
 
0 
  
0 
 
0 100 
Muş 167,638 47.1 0 0 1.5 0 
 
1 0 50.3 0.1 0 0 
 
0 
  
0 
 
0 
   
0 
  
0.1 100 
Nevşehir 187,398 99.9 
  
0 0 0 
  
0 
  
0 0 
 
0 
   
0 
 
0 
 
0 
  
0 100 
Niğde 322,917 97.3 
 
0 0 0 0 0.1 0 2.6 
   
0 
 
0 0 
 
0 0 
 
0 
 
0 0 
 
0 100 
Ordu 469,379 99.6 0 
   
0 
 
0.4 0 0 
 
0 
  
0 0 0 
 
0 
 
0 0 
   
0 100 
Rize 248,920 98.2 0 
 
0 
 
0 
  
0 1.7 0 0 0 
   
0 0 0 0 
  
0 
  
0 100 
Sakarya 361,992 96.8 0.3 
 
0 0.2 0.7 0.4 0.8 0.4 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 
0 0 0 
 
0.1 0 0.1 100 
Samsun 654,602 99.2 0 0 0 0.1 0 0.2 0.1 0.2 0 0.1 0 0 
 
0 0 0 
 
0 
 
0 
 
0 0 
 
0 100 
Siirt 232,243 13 0 
 
15 
 
0 0 0 71.8 0 0 0 0 
 
0 0 
  
0 
 
0 
   
0 0.1 100 
Sinop 249,730 97.5 0.1 
 
0 0 
 
0.5 0.9 0.7 0 
 
0.2 0 0 0 0.2 0 
   
0 
 
0 
  
0 100 
Sivas 669,922 93.6 0 0 0 0 0 0.4 0 5.9 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 
 
0 
 
0 
 
0 
  
0 
 
0 100 
Tekirdağ 274,806 97.9 0 
 
0 0.1 0 0 0 0.2 0 1.2 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 
 
0.2 0 
 
0 
 
0.3 100 
Tokat 437,590 97.7 
  
0 0.2 0 1.1 0.1 0.9 0 0 0 0 
 
0 
   
0 
 
0 
 
0 
  
0 100 
Trabzon 532,999 98.8 0  0   0 0 0  0 1.1 0 0.1 0 0 0 100  0 0 0 
Tunceli 140,068 95.9   0    0 4.1  0 0   0           0 100 
Urfa 401,919 49.4 0 0 12.7 0  0 0 37.8 0 0 0 0 0 0  0      0 0  0 100 
Uşak 184,733 100   0   0  0    0  0 0 0       0  0 100 
Van 211,034 48.5 0 0 0.2 0  0 0 51.1 0 0 0  0.1  0 0  0       0 100 
Yozgat 402,400 98.6  0 0 0 0 0.4  0.9   0 0    0    0  0 0 0 0 100 
Zonguldak 569,059 99.9 0  0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 0  0 0 0  0  0  0 0  0 100 
                             
Note. Adapted from Genel nüfus sayımı 1960 [General census 1960], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1960.  
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Appendix H 
 
Language Speaker Distribution in 1965 
 
Table H1 
 
Language Speaker Distribution by Percentage by Province in 1965 
 
                                   
Provinces  Total  Turkish   Abaza   Persian  Arabic   Albanian   Bosnian   Circassian   Georgian   Kurdish   Kirman   Kirdash   Laz   Pomak   Zaza   Armenian   Jewish   Greek  German   Flemish   English   French    Spanish   Italian  Bulgarian  Czechoslovakian  Croatian   Swedish   Polish  Romanian   Russian  Serbian   Other/Unknown   Total 
A. Karahisar 502,248 99.4 0 0 0 0 0 0.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Adana  902,712 96 0 0 2.5 0.1 0 0 0 0.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Adıyaman  267,288 53.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 43.9 0 0 0 0 2.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Ağrı  246,961 36.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 63.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 100 
Amasya  285,729 98 0 0 0 0.1 0 0.5 0.5 0.8 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Ankara  644,302 91.6 0 0 0.1 0.1 0 0.1 0 5.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 1.1 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.8 100 
Antalya  486,910 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Artvin  210,065 90.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 3.7 0 0 0 5.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Aydın  524,918 99.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Balıkesir  708,342 98.6 0 0 0 0 0 0.4 0.2 0.1 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 100 
Bilecik  139,041 99 0.3 0 0 0 0 0.5 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Bingöl  150,521 41.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 37.8 0 0 0 0 20.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Bitlis  154,069 36.5 0 0 2.1 0 0 0.1 0 59.9 0 0 0 0 1.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Bolu  383,939 97.9 0.6 0 0 0 0 0.4 0.4 0.1 0 0 0.5 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Burdur  194,950 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Bursa  755,504 98.8 0 0 0 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.4 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Çanakkale  350,317 96.6 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.5 0 0.1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Çankiri  250,706 99.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Çorum  485,567 97.7 0 0 0 0 0 0.4 0 1.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 100 
Denizli  463,369 99.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Diyarbakır  475,916 37.5 0 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 49.6 0 0 0 0 12.2 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Edirne 303,234 95.8 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 3.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.3 100 
Elazığ  322,727 75.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14.7 0 0 0 0 9.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 100 
Erzincan  258,586 94.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5.5 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Erzurum  628,001 88.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11.1 0 0 0 0 0.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Eskişehir 415,101 97.9 0 0 0 0 0 0.3 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.6 100 
Gazianep 511,026 95.9 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 3.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Giresun  428,015 99.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.5 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Gümüşhane 262,731 99.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Hakkari 83,937 12.3 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 86.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.2 100 
Hatay  506,154 69.2 0 0 29.3 0 0 0.2 0 1.1 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Içel  511,273 97.8 0 0 1.8 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Isparta  266,240 99.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Istanbul  2,293,823 95.3 0 0 0.1 0.2 0.1 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 1.3 0.4 1.5 0.1 0 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.1 100 
Izmir  1,234,667 98.3 0 0 0 0.1 0.2 0.1 0 0.1 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0.1 0.1 0 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 100 
Kars 606,313 77.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 100 
Kastamonu  441,638 99.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Kayseri  536,206 95.1 0 0 0 0 0 3.2 0 1.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 100 
Kırklareli  258,386 97.8 0 0 0.1 0.1 0.4 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 1.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 100 
Kırşehir 196,836 94.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Kocaeli  335,518 95.6 0 0 0 0 1.1 0.4 0.8 0.1 0 0 0.7 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.8 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 100 
Konya  1,122,622 97.3 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 2.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 100 
Kütahya  398,081 99.8 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Malatya 452,624 82.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Manisa  748,545 99.7 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 100 
Maraş 438,423 88 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 10.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.4 100 
Mardin  397,880 8.9 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 66.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4.3 100 
Muğla  334,973 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Muş  198,716 55.6 0 0 1.8 0 0 0.5 0 41.8 0 0 0.1 0 0.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Nevşehir  203,316 99.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Niğde 362,444 97.4 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 2.5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Ordu  543,863 99.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Rize 281,099 97.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Sakarya  404,078 96.1 0.3 0 0 0.2 0.7 0.1 1.1 0.5 0 0 0.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 100 
Samsun  755,946 98.8 0 0 0 0.1 0 0.4 0.3 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Siirt 264,832 17.6 0 0 14.5 0 0 0 0 67.6 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 100 
Sinop  266,069 98.2 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 0.4 0.8 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Sivas  705,186 92 0 0 0 0 0.1 0.3 0 7.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 100 
Tekirdağ 287,381 98.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 100 
Tokat  495,352 99.7 0 0 0 0.2 0 1.2 0.1 0.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 102 
Trabzon  595,782 99.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.8 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Tunceli  154,175 78.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Urfa  450,798 46.1 0 0 11.3 0 0 0 0 38.8 0 0 0 0 3.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Uşak  190,536 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Van  266,840 44.4 0 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 55.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
Yozgat  437,883 99 0 0 0 0 0 0.4 0 0.6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1 100 
Zonguldak  650,191 99.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 
                                   
Note. Adapted from Genel nüfus sayımı 1965. [General census 1965], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1969.  
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Appendix I 
 
Literacy Data Set 
 
Table I1 
 
Literacy Rates Within Provinces by Percentage 
 
 
 
Literate  Illiterate  
 
Unknown 
Province 1935 1945 1950 1955 1960 1965  1935 1945 1950.0% 1955 1960 1965  1955 1960 1965 
A. Karahisar 48.2 27.6 32.5 38.1 35.8 46.3  51.8 72.4 66.9 61.6 64.0 53.6  0.3 0.2 0.1 
Adana ***     40.3 50.2      59.6 49.5   0.2 0.2 
Adıyaman **    14.4 13.8 21.2     85.1 86.2 78.7  0.5 0.0 0.1 
Ağrı 52.2 13.9 12.3 20.8 17.1 25.9  47.8 86.1 86.9 78.9 82.9 73.9  0.3 0.0 0.2 
Amasya 48.6 27.8 31.9 38.8 38.9 47.9  51.4 72.2 67.4 61.0 61.0 52.0  0.3 0.1 0.1 
Ankara 51.1 43.3 45.1 52.9 55.0 65.2  48.9 56.7 54.4 46.8 44.8 34.7  0.2 0.2 0.1 
Antalya 47.5 27.2 32.9 39.5 38.7 49.2  52.5 72.8 66.7 60.3 61.3 50.8  0.2 0.0 0.0 
Artvin ****     44.0 51.0      56.0 49.0   0.0 0.0 
Aydın 48.3 30.4 37.0 43.2 43.3 53.2  51.7 69.6 62.4 56.4 56.6 46.8  0.4 0.0 0.0 
Balıkesir 49.2 31.8 37.2 44.7 45.7 53.6  50.8 68.2 62.4 55.0 54.3 46.3  0.3 0.0 0.0 
Bilecik 47.9 40.1 44.0 51.3 46.9 60.1  52.1 59.9 55.4 48.4 53.0 39.8  0.3 0.0 0.0 
Bingöl *  7.1 14.1 16.7 16.9 26.0   92.9 85.6 83.1 83.0 73.9  0.2 0.0 0.1 
Bitlis *  11.1 12.3 16.9 16.0 23.8   88.9 87.4 82.7 83.9 76.2  0.4 0.1 0.1 
Bolu 46.3 28.5 30.7 37.8 36.1 46.4  53.7 71.5 69.0 62.1 63.9 53.6  0.1 0.0 0.0 
Burdur 47.1 32.7 38.0 48.6 47.7 54.5  52.9 67.3 61.8 51.1 52.3 45.5  0.3 0.0 0.0 
Bursa 49.0 37.9 41.8 49.3 48.8 58.1  51.0 62.1 57.7 50.4 51.1 41.9  0.2 0.0 0.0 
Çanakkale 51.0 38.2 43.3 51.8 30.2 58.3  49.0 61.8 56.3 47.9 69.8 41.7  0.3 0.0 0.0 
Çankiri 45.9 23.7 26.9 33.2 51.5 40.3  54.1 76.3 72.9 66.6 48.5 59.6  0.2 0.0 0.1 
Çoruh (-) 44.5 32.2 38.4 45.0    55.5 67.8 61.1 54.8    0.2   
Çorum 48.2 16.6 20.3 25.7 24.4 34.3  51.8 83.4 79.1 73.9 75.6 65.6  0.4 0.1 0.1 
Denizli 46.5 30.2 35.5 47.7 40.7 51.5  53.5 69.8 64.2 52.0 59.2 48.5  0.4 0.0 0.0 
Diyarbakır 50.1 14.6 13.9 19.7 19.8 25.8  49.9 85.4 85.6 80.1 80.1 74.1  0.1 0.0 0.0 
Edirne 50.2 35.3 41.3 48.3 47.7 60.0  49.8 64.7 58.3 51.5 52.3 40.0  0.2 0.0 0.0 
Elazığ 50.0 19.8 21.6 29.0 28.6 37.9  50.0 80.2 78.0 70.4 71.4 61.9  0.6 0.0 0.2 
Erzincan 49.1 26.4 28.8 38.1 35.2 45.4  50.9 73.6 70.8 61.6 64.8 54.5  0.2 0.0 0.1 
Erzurum 49.2 19.5 22.7 32.4 28.5 37.5  50.8 80.5 76.9 67.2 71.5 62.4  0.3 0.0 0.1 
Eskişehir 49.5 48.1 51.3 59.6 57.9 66.7  50.5 51.9 48.4 40.2 42.1 33.3  0.2 0.0 0.0 
Gaziantep 51.4 18.3 20.0 26.2 27.2 37.2  48.6 81.7 79.3 73.6 72.8 62.7  0.2 0.0 0.1 
Giresun 47.8 20.0 23.1 27.8 25.9 35.0  52.2 80.0 76.5 71.6 74.1 65.0  0.6 0.0 0.0 
Gümüşhane 48.1 20.1 22.7 29.2 27.4 36.7  51.9 79.9 76.9 70.5 72.6 63.1  0.3 0.1 0.2 
Hakkari *  5.9 8.4 11.6 11.4 17.6   94.1 91.4 88.4 88.6 82.4  0.0 0.0 0.0 
Hatay *  21.6 24.2 33.6 33.4 43.5   78.4 75.5 66.1 66.5 56.4  0.3 0.0 0.1 
Içel 49.5 32.7 35.1 45.1 44.2 54.8  50.5 67.3 64.2 54.8 55.7 45.2  0.1 0.0 0.1 
Istanbul 51.8 68.0 70.4 736.4 46.5 77.3  48.2 32.0 29.4 25.9 53.5 22.5  0.2 0.0 0.2 
Izmir 51.1 49.9 99.4 57.4 72.9 65.5  48.9 50.1 49.7 42.4 26.7 34.5  0.2 0.5 0.0 
Isparta 47.0 34.7 38.2 47.5 56.0 55.1  53.0 65.3 61.7 52.3 44.0 44.8  0.2 0.0 0.1 
Kars 52.6 26.9 26.1 34.6 29.9 37.6  47.4 73.1 73.6 65.2 70.1 62.2  0.2 0.0 0.1 
Kastamonu 45.2 19.2 22.1 28.0 26.5 34.6  54.8 80.8 77.5 71.7 73.5 65.4  0.3 0.0 0.0 
Kayseri 48.2 28.3 31.3 39.9 39.0 48.5  51.8 71.7 68.2 59.8 61.0 51.4  0.3 0.0 0.1 
Kırklareli 55.3 43.0 47.9 56.3 56.8 68.8  44.7 57.0 51.8 43.5 43.1 31.2  0.2 0.0 0.0 
Kırşehir 46.9 25.7 28.6  35.3 45.2  53.1 74.3 70.8  64.6 54.6   0.1 0.2 
Kocaeli 50.3 37.8 40.0 48.8 49.5 59.0  49.7 62.2 59.6 50.9 50.5 40.9  0.2 0.0 0.0 
Konya 47.8 28.3 31.1 40.8 39.7 51.3  52.2 71.7 68.4 58.7 60.2 48.6  0.4 0.1 0.1 
Kütahya 47.5 26.2 27.6 33.7 31.8 44.8  52.5 73.8 71.9 66.1 68.2 55.1  0.2 0.0 0.1 
Malatya 49.3 16.0 18.5 29.0 29.4 39.8  50.7 84.0 80.8 70.5 70.6 60.2  0.5 0.0 0.0 
Manisa 49.0 30.7 33.8 41.7 42.3 51.9  51.0 69.3 65.8 58.1 57.7 48.1  0.2 0.0 0.0 
Maraş 50.3 17.2 17.6 76.0 23.1 32.7  49.7 82.8 81.2 23.7 76.9 67.3  0.3 0.0 0.0 
Mardin 49.0 8.6 9.4 13.5 14.3 20.1  51.0 91.4 89.4 86.0 85.7 79.8  0.4 0.0 0.1 
Muğla 47.4 36.0 42.3 48.4 48.6 56.2  52.6 64.0 57.5 51.4 51.4 43.8  0.2 0.0 0.0 
Muş 51.2 8.4 12.2 18.8 17.4 24.2  48.8 91.6 87.5 80.9 82.6 75.4  0.3 0.0 0.4 
Nevşehir **    41.7 42.3 49.8     58.2 57.7 50.1  0.1 0.1 0.0 
Niğde 48.3 24.9 26.3 31.8 31.9 43.3  51.7 75.1 72.7 67.8 68.1 56.6  0.4 0.0 0.1 
Ordu 47.0 16.3 16.9 23.8 22.4 32.8  53.0 83.7 82.5 75.6 77.6 67.1  0.7 0.0 0.1 
Rize *  21.0 25.7 35.7 35.8 42.9   79.0 73.9 64.0 64.2 57.0  0.3 0.0 0.1 
Sakarya ****   26.9 47.9 49.5 59.2    72.7 51.8 50.5 40.8  0.3 0.0 0.0 
Samsun 48.9 26.1 30.6 33.1 30.9 38.7  51.1 73.9 68.7 66.5 69.0 61.2  0.4 0.0 0.1 
Seyhan (--) 52.0 29.3 10.7 39.9 15.9   48.0 70.7 89.2 59.9 84.1   0.2 0.0  
Siirt 49.6 9.0 25.1 15.8 29.4 21.1  50.4 91.0 74.6 83.7 70.6 78.9  0.5 0.0 0.1 
Sinop 47.2 23.0 21.7 30.6 29.1 39.4  52.8 77.0 77.9 69.2 70.9 60.6  0.2 0.0 0.0 
Sıvas 49.0 24.1 42.5 29.0 51.4 38.1  51.0 75.9 57.2 70.6 48.6 61.8  0.4 0.0 0.0 
Tekirdağ 51.6 39.8 21.8 52.3 28.8 62.6  48.4 60.2 77.9 47.5 71.2 37.4  0.2 0.0 0.0 
Tokat 48.3 19.1 22.2 29.7 29.0 37.7  51.7 80.9 77.5 69.9 71.0 62.2  0.4 0.0 0.1 
Trabzon 46.2 21.7 23.8 29.8 28.9 39.1  53.8 78.3 76.1 69.7 71.1 60.9  0.5 0.0 0.0 
Tunceli *  20.7 10.3 69.5  39.0   79.3 88.8 30.2  61.0  0.3  0.0 
Urfa 50.0 10.8  14.6 16.4 21.5  50.0 89.2  84.7 83.6 78.4  0.7 0.0 0.1 
Uşak **    37.7 38.8 48.1     62.2 61.2 51.9  0.1 0.0 0.0 
Van 52.3 13.4 11.5 18.4 16.6 24.0  47.7 86.6 489.4 81.3 83.4 75.8  0.3 0.0 0.2 
Yozgat 48.7 18.5 22.0 27.8 26.7 36.6  51.3 81.5 77.5 71.7 73.3 63.3  0.5 0.0 0.1 
Zonguldak 49.2 29.0 31.5 37.8 36.7 47.2  50.8 71.0 68.2 62.0 63.3 52.7  0.2 0.0 0.1 
Total 49.1 30.2 32.4 41.1 39.5 48.7  50.9 69.8 67.2 58.6 60.4 51.2  0.3 0.1 0.1 
                  
 
Note. a In the 1940 census, the 1935 census data was re-printed.  Data for tables 12-17 was adapted from Genel nüfus sayımı 1935, 1940, 1945, 
1950, 1955, 1960, 1965 [General census 1935, 1945, 1950, 1955, 1960, 1965], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel 
Direktörlüğü, 1937, 1940, 1950, 1955, 1961, 1965, 1969.  
 
Table I2  
 
School Completion Rates Within Provinces by Percentage 
 
 
 
 
Total 
 
 
 
Did Not Graduate 
 
 
 
Primary 
 
 
 
Secondary and Lycee 
 
 
Vocational and 
Technical 
 
 
 
High School 
 
 
Diff. 
Courses 
 
 
 
Unknown 
Provinces 1935 1950 1965 
 
1935 1950 1965 
 
1935 1950 1965 
 
1935 1950 1965 
 
1935 1950 1965 
 
1935 1950 1965 
 
1950 
 
1935 1965 
A. 
Karahisar 1.5 0.0 1.5 
 
34.9 83.0 24.5 
 
58.7 15.1 68.3 
 
4.0 1.1 4.9 
 
1.7 0.5 1.7 
 
0.5 0.2 0.6 
 
0.3 
 
0.2 0.0 
Adana 2.6 
 
2.8 
 
30.7 
 
27.1 
 
56.5 
 
58.5 
 
8.8 
 
10.6 
 
2.4 
 
2.4 
 
1.2 
 
1.2 
   
0.5 0.0 
Adıyaman 0.3 
 
0.3 
 
46.2 
 
40.7 
 
47.5 
 
52.3 
 
4.2 
 
4.5 
 
1.4 
 
1.9 
 
0.4 
 
0.5 
   
0.4 0.0 
Ağrı 0.3 0.0 0.4 
 
41.8 95.0 40.3 
 
48.6 3.9 48.5 
 
5.8 0.6 6.3 
 
2.2 0.2 3.4 
 
1.3 0.2 1.4 
 
0.1 
 
0.3 0.0 
Amasya 0.9 0.0 0.9 
 
32.7 83.7 30.6 
 
58.6 13.8 60.0 
 
5.8 1.5 6.1 
 
2.0 0.6 2.5 
 
0.7 0.2 0.8 
 
0.2 
 
0.2 0.0 
Ankara 6.9 0.0 7.3 
 
29.7 71.5 20.3 
 
42.8 17.8 52.6 
 
17.2 6.6 17.0 
 
4.7 1.7 4.6 
 
5.1 2.2 5.3 
 
0.3 
 
0.5 0.0 
Antalya 1.4 0.0 1.5 
 
35.1 84.4 27.5 
 
58.0 13.5 64.9 
 
4.3 1.2 4.8 
 
1.7 0.7 1.9 
 
0.7 0.2 8.2 
 
0.2 
 
0.1 0.0 
Artvin 0.8 
 
0.7 
 
38.4 
 
30.4 
 
56.1 
 
62.3 
 
3.3 
 
4.8 
 
1.7 
 
1.8 
 
0.4 
 
0.6 
   
0.1 0.0 
Aydın 1.9 0.0 1.9 
 
37.7 80.6 28.6 
 
54.1 16.9 63.1 
 
5.5 1.7 5.8 
 
1.9 0.5 1.8 
 
0.6 0.2 0.7 
 
0.2 
 
0.2 0.0 
Balıkesir 2.9 0.0 2.6 
 
39.1 81.9 28.5 
 
52.2 15.5 62.1 
 
5.9 1.7 6.1 
 
1.8 0.5 2.4 
 
0.9 0.3 0.9 
 
0.1 
 
0.1 0.0 
Bilecik 0.7 0.0 0.6 
 
32.5 77.4 28.9 
 
62.5 20.7 65.1 
 
3.2 1.0 3.8 
 
1.3 0.4 1.6 
 
0.4 0.1 0.5 
 
0.3 
 
0.0 0.0 
Bingöl 0.2 0.0 0.2 
 
51.5 94.0 44.2 
 
41.1 4.9 48.2 
 
4.1 0.6 4.5 
 
2.2 0.2 2.1 
 
0.8 0.2 0.9 
 
0.1 
 
0.3 0.0 
Bitlis 0.2 0.0 0.2 
 
38.7 95.7 44.1 
 
49.9 3.6 45.3 
 
7.4 0.9 6.5 
 
2.7 0.2 3.0 
 
1.0 0.1 1.0 
 
0.2 
 
0.3 0.0 
Bolu 1.2 0.0 1.2 
 
43.5 85.5 37.1 
 
49.3 12.6 55.2 
 
4.9 1.0 5.3 
 
1.5 0.3 1.7 
 
0.7 0.1 0.7 
 
0.5 
 
0.1 0.0 
Burdur 0.8 0.0 0.7 
 
30.3 82.0 25.1 
 
64.0 16.0 68.0 
 
3.5 0.8 4.4 
 
1.5 0.4 1.9 
 
0.5 0.2 0.6 
 
0.6 
 
0.1 0.0 
Bursa 3.2 0.0 3.1 
 
34.7 75.7 30.3 
 
55.8 20.6 60.5 
 
6.5 2.6 6.2 
 
2.1 0.7 2.1 
 
0.8 0.3 0.9 
 
0.1 
 
0.1 0.0 
Çanakkale 0.6 0.0 1.5 
 
43.0 80.5 35.4 
 
49.8 16.6 57.5 
 
4.0 1.6 4.4 
 
1.8 0.5 1.9 
 
1.4 0.4 0.7 
 
0.4 
 
0.1 0.0 
Çankiri 1.7 0.0 0.6 
 
43.3 88.1 32.8 
 
50.6 10.1 60.1 
 
4.0 0.8 4.6 
 
1.4 0.4 1.8 
 
0.7 0.3 0.7 
 
0.3 
 
0.1 0.0 
Çoruh * 
 
0.0 
   
85.9 
   
12.6 
   
0.8 
   
0.4 
   
0.2 
  
0.2 
   Çorum 1.0 0.0 1.0 
 
25.0 91.5 36.7 
 
69.5 7.4 57.1 
 
3.3 0.6 4.1 
 
1.6 0.2 1.6 
 
0.5 0.1 0.5 
 
0.2 
 
0.1 0.0 
Denizli 1.6 0.0 1.6 
 
32.8 81.7 23.5 
 
61.4 16.7 68.4 
 
3.9 0.9 5.8 
 
1.4 0.4 1.6 
 
0.5 0.1 0.6 
 
0.2 
 
0.1 0.0 
Diyarbakır 0.7 0.0 0.8 
 
41.4 93.6 35.8 
 
43.1 4.5 46.4 
 
10.3 1.2 10.7 
 
3.3 0.4 4.8 
 
1.7 0.3 2.1 
 
0.1 
 
0.1 0.0 
Edirne 1.2 0.0 1.3 
 
42.9 75.5 32.8 
 
50.3 22.1 59.0 
 
4.7 1.6 5.4 
 
1.5 0.5 2.0 
 
0.6 0.2 0.8 
 
0.1 
 
0.1 0.0 
Elazığ 0.7 0.0 0.8 
 
38.7 91.2 34.0 
 
48.2 6.6 51.4 
 
8.5 1.3 9.9 
 
3.1 0.5 3.3 
 
1.2 0.3 1.4 
 
0.1 
 
0.2 0.0 
Erzincan 0.8 0.0 0.7 
 
39.7 87.0 32.8 
 
50.3 10.7 56.3 
 
6.6 1.3 7.3 
 
2.2 0.4 2.4 
 
0.9 0.3 1.1 
 
0.3 
 
0.2 0.0 
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Table I2 (continued) 
 
  
 
Total 
  
 
Did Not Graduate 
  
 
Primary 
  
 
Secondary and Lycee 
  
Vocational and 
Technical 
  
 
High School 
  
Diff. 
Courses 
  
 
Unknown 
Provinces 1935 1950 1965  1935 1950 1965  1935 1950 1965  1935 1950 1965  1935 1950 1965  1935 1950 1965  1950  1935 1965 
Erzurum 1.5 0.0 1.5  40.1 90.8 35.7  48.7 6.9 52.2  7.1 1.2 7.5  2.6 0.5 3.1  1.4 0.4 1.5  0.2  0.1 0.0 
Eskişehir 2.0 0.0 1.9  26.8 69.6 20.3  60.0 25.2 66.3  9.0 3.2 8.8  3.1 1.2 3.4  1.1 0.5 1.2  0.3  0.1 0.0 
Gaziantep 1.1 0.0 1.2  40.8 91.8 39.8  48.6 6.4 49.5  7.0 1.2 7.3  2.5 0.3 2.5  0.9 0.2 1.0  0.2  0.1 0.0 
Giresun 0.9 0.0 0.9  49.6 90.4 38.8  44.3 8.4 53.8  3.3 0.8 4.9  2.2 0.2 1.8  0.5 0.1 0.6  0.1  0.0 0.0 
Gümüşhane 0.6 0.0 0.6  41.8 91.7 38.2  52.3 7.0 54.3  3.9 0.7 5.2  1.6 0.2 1.8  0.4 0.1 0.5  0.3  0.0 0.0 
Hakkari 0.1 0.0 0.1  41.1 96.6 41.9  48.7 2.3 49.4  5.5 0.6 4.5  2.8 0.2 2.6  1.7 0.2 1.5  0.1  0.3 0.0 
Hatay 1.3 0.0 1.3  42.8 89.2 35.2  45.2 8.0 51.7  8.3 1.9 8.9  2.5 0.5 2.9  1.2 0.3 1.1  0.2  0.1 0.0 
Içel 1.8 0.0 1.8  36.2 82.3 31.1  54.2 14.5 58.3  6.5 2.1 7.2  2.2 0.6 2.4  0.8 0.3 1.0  0.2  0.1 0.0 
Isparta 1.0 0.0 1.0  28.3 78.5 23.2  63.9 18.8 66.9  5.1 1.2 6.7  2.0 0.5 2.3  0.7 0.2 0.9  0.7  0.0 0.0 
Istanbul 14.1 0.1 13.3  22.9 49.5 16.7  48.7 29.9 55.5  21.5 16.3 20.8  2.6 1.6 3.1  3.5 2.5 3.8  0.3  0.7 0.0 
Izmir 5.8 0.0 5.8  22.4 60.8 23.7  62.6 24.2 59.9  10.4 5.0 11.6  2.7 1.1 2.8  1.8 0.6 1.9  0.4  0.2 0.0 
Kars 1.4 0.0 1.4  41.0 91.0 35.5  52.6 7.6 56.0  4.2 0.8 5.6  1.5 0.3 2.1  0.6 0.2 0.8  0.2  0.0 0.0 
Kastamonu 1.0 0.0 1.0  38.4 89.7 36.3  54.0 8.9 56.6  5.1 0.8 4.5  1.9 0.3 1.9  0.6 0.1 0.6  0.1  0.0 0.0 
Kayseri 1.7 0.0 1.6  38.8 84.4 28.9  52.0 13.4 60.0  5.8 1.3 7.5  2.6 0.4 2.7  0.7 0.2 0.9  0.3  0.0 0.0 
Kırklareli 1.3 0.0 1.2  45.6 72.7 31.5  47.5 24.8 60.7  4.7 1.6 4.5  1.5 0.4 2.3  0.7 0.2 0.9  0.2  0.0 0.0 
Kırşehir 0.5 0.0 0.5  40.9 87.1 32.7  52.7 11.6 58.8  4.1 0.8 6.0  1.7 0.3 1.8  0.5 0.1 0.7  0.1  0.0 0.0 
Kocaeli 1.4 0.0 1.4  32.8 78.3 29.3  51.0 18.3 55.7  10.7 2.3 9.2  3.6 0.6 4.0  1.9 0.4 1.7  0.1  0.0 0.0 
Konya 3.5 0.0 3.6  38.2 84.5 26.4  54.7 13.6 65.5  4.7 1.0 5.4  1.6 0.4 1.9  0.7 0.2 0.7  0.2  0.1 0.0 
Kütahya 1.1 0.0 1.2  35.9 86.8 32.8  56.9 11.3 59.7  4.4 1.1 4.5  2.2 0.5 2.3  0.7 0.1 0.7  0.1  0.0 0.0 
Malatya 1.0 0.0 1.1  38.4 92.2 31.0  49.8 6.4 56.0  8.0 0.8 8.6  2.8 0.4 3.3  0.9 0.1 1.1  0.1  0.1 0.0 
Manisa 2.6 0.0 2.6  22.6 80.9 28.9  69.5 16.6 63.5  5.5 1.7 5.2  1.9 0.4 1.8  0.5 0.2 0.6  0.2  0.0 0.0 
Maraş 0.8 0.0 0.8  45.9 92.6 37.3  46.8 6.1 53.8  4.7 0.7 6.1  1.9 0.2 2.1  0.6 0.1 0.6  0.2  0.1 0.0 
Mardin 0.4 0.0 0.5  47.4 96.5 43.8  44.3 2.6 46.1  5.4 0.6 6.1  2.0 0.2 2.9  0.8 0.1 1.0  0.1  0.1 0.0 
Muğla 1.3 0.0 1.3  28.4 78.9 22.1  66.2 18.8 72.1  3.6 1.3 3.9  1.3 0.4 1.4  0.5 0.2 0.5  0.4  0.0 0.0 
Muş 0.2 0.0 0.3  47.6 96.3 43.1  44.3 2.7 47.4  5.7 0.6 5.9  1.8 0.2 2.6  0.6 0.2 0.9  0.1  0.0 0.0 
Nevşehir 0.7  0.6  44.4  27.2  51.1  66.0  3.1  4.6  1.0  1.6  0.3  0.5    0.0 0.0 
Niğde 0.9 0.0 1.0  44.6 88.0 35.3  48.0 10.2 55.9  5.0 1.0 6.1  1.7 0.4 1.9  0.6 0.1 0.6  0.2  0.0 0.0 
Ordu 0.9 0.0 1.1  48.2 92.7 38.4  44.4 6.2 52.9  5.6 0.8 6.2  1.4 0.2 1.9  0.4 0.1 0.6  0.1  0.0 0.0 
Rize 0.8 0.0 0.7  41.7 90.3 36.3  51.7 8.5 56.4  4.2 0.7 4.8  2.0 0.3 2.0  0.4 0.1 0.6  0.1  0.0 0.0 
Sakarya 1.6  1.6  37.4  29.3  54.8  62.0  5.0  5.6  2.1  2.2  0.7  0.8    0.1 0.0 
Samsun 1.8 0.0 1.9  34.5 87.0 32.6  56.9 11.0 57.7  6.0 1.4 6.8  1.9 0.3 2.0  0.7 0.2 0.8  0.1  0.0 0.0 
Seyhan *  0.0    84.4    12.3    2.2    0.7    0.3   0.1    
Siirt 0.3 0.0 0.3  47.8 96.4 43.6  40.8 2.3 45.2  7.0 0.7 6.5  2.9 0.3 3.5  1.4 0.2 1.2  0.1  0.1 0.0 
Sinop 0.7 0.0 0.7  43.0 88.7 35.3  51.1 10.4 58.2  3.8 0.6 4.0  1.5 0.3 1.8  0.5 0.1 0.6  0.1  0.0 0.0 
Sivas 1.7 0.0 1.6  41.1 91.1 38.0  49.8 7.3 52.5  5.6 0.9 6.2  2.3 0.4 2.6  0.6 0.1 0.7  0.2  0.6 0.0 
Tekirdağ 1.3 0.0 1.2  41.1 76.7 34.9  52.8 21.4 57.9  4.0 1.2 4.3  1.4 0.4 2.0  0.7 0.3 0.8  0.2  0.0 0.0 
Tokat 1.1 0.0 1.2  41.5 90.4 33.4  52.0 8.2 59.3  4.3 0.8 4.9  1.6 0.2 1.9  0.5 0.1 0.5  0.2  0.0 0.0 
Trabzon 1.4 0.0 1.4  43.8 89.4 39.2  48.1 8.7 50.7  5.7 1.2 7.2  1.8 0.4 2.1  0.6 0.1 0.8  0.2  0.0 0.0 
Tunceli 0.3 0.0 0.3  34.4 90.6 37.6  58.8 8.0 52.8  4.3 0.8 6.3  1.9 0.4 2.6  0.5 0.1 0.7  0.2  0.0 0.0 
Urfa 0.6 0.0 0.6  48.1 95.5 41.5  41.5 3.4 47.0  6.7 0.7 7.6  2.7 0.2 2.8  0.8 0.1 0.9  0.1  0.1 0.0 
Uşak 0.6  0.6  39.6  28.0  53.9  63.8  4.1  5.5  1.9  2.0  0.5  0.5    0.0 0.0 
Van 0.3 0.0 0.4  46.6 95.1 40.7  42.0 3.4 47.0  7.2 1.0 7.8  2.8 0.3 3.0  1.4 0.2 1.3  0.1  0.0 0.0 
Yozgat 0.9 0.0 1.0  39.5 90.4 29.7  54.6 8.5 63.3  4.1 0.6 4.9  1.3 0.2 1.6  0.4 0.1 0.4  0.1  0.0 0.0 
Zonguldak 1.9 0.0 2.0  34.4 82.5 28.7  56.5 14.9 60.9  5.6 1.6 6.6  2.6 0.6 2.7  0.8 0.2 1.1  0.1  0.0 0.0 
Note. Adapted from Genel nüfus sayımı 1950 [General census 1950], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü (1961). 
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Appendix J 
 
Education Data 
 
Table J1 
 
Total Rate of Change by School Year (Number of Schools, Teachers, Student Enrollment, and Graduates)  
 
 
Year School Teachers Enrollment Graduates 
1927/28 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
1935/36 3.8 -1.6 48.9 0.0 
1940/41 68.9 37.6 38.9 90.6 
1945/46 32.2 32.8 42.0 45.9 
1950/51 04.4 31.3 19.1 39.1 
1955/56 7.4 17.6 22.7 28.2 
1960/61 30.3 48.3 44.5 62.8 
1965/66 26.5 42.5 37.2 67.8 
1970/71 23.9 48.9 27.5 51.4 
1975/76 9.8 28.9 9.0 21.4 
1980/81 8.8 26.0 4.2 1.4 
1985/86 7.5 -1.3 16.5 21.0 
1990/91 4.0 6.2 3.4 6.4 
2000/01 -29.3 52.8 52.7 -12.6 
2008 
 
-6.4 
 
31.4 
 
2.2 
 
0.0 
 
Note. Adapted from Turkey’s statistical yearbook 1923-2008, by Türkiye İstatistik Kurumu, 2008. 
 
Table J2  
 
Total Numbers by School Year (Number of Schools, Teachers, Student Enrollment, and Graduates)  
 
 
Year  Schools  Teachers  Enrollment  Graduates  
1927/28 6,043 15,194 461,985 … 
1935/36 6,275 14,949 688,102 37,700 
1940/41 10,596 20,564 955,957 71,854 
1945/46 14,010 27,317 1,357,740 104,854 
1950/51 17,428 35,871 1,616,626 145,899 
1955/56 18,724 42,169 1,983,668 186,980 
1960/61 24,398 62,526 2,866,501 304,406 
1965/66 30,863 89,105 3,933,251 510,663 
1970/71 38,234 132,721 5,013,408 773,018 
1975/76 41,981 171,032 5,463,684 938,792 
1985/86 49,096 212,717 6,635,821 1,151,836 
1990/91 
 
51,055 
 
225,852 
 
6,861,722 
 
1,225,120 
 
Note. Adapted from Turkey’s statistical yearbook 1923-2008, by Türkiye İstatistik Kurumu, 2008. 
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Table J3 
 
Total Number of Schools, Teachers, Enrollment, and Graduates (Junior High)  
 
 
Year Schools Teachers Enrollment Graduates 
1927/28 78 791 19,858 1,857 
1935/36 191 2,403 52,386 8,248 
1940/41 238 3,867 95,332 16,089 
1945/46 252 3,931 65,608 12,389 
1950/51 406 4,528 68,187 11,508 
1955/56 573 6,385 133,217 21,167 
1960/61 745 12,080 291,266 42,686 
1965/66 943 15,087 412,453 79,607 
1970/71 1,848 22,301 810,983 146,479 
1975/76 2,789 27,814 1,038,844 249,477 
1980/81 4,320 35,913 1,147,512 243,088 
1985/86 4,501 42,514 1,673,723 325,641 
1990/91 5,780 46,645 2,108,579 525,039 
     
Note. Adapted from Turkey’s statistical yearbook 1923-2008, by Türkiye İstatistik Kurumu, 2008. 
 
Table J4 
 
Total Number of Schools, Teachers, Enrollment, and Graduates (High School)  
 
 
Year  Schools  Teachers  Enrollment  Graduates  
1927/28 42 594 3,819 398 
1935/36 66 1,029 13,622 2,172 
1940/41 82 1,544 24,862 5,081 
1945/46 83 1,817 25,515 6,236 
1955/56 123 2,476 33,412 8,024 
1960/61 194 4,219 75,632 11,977 
1965/66 240 5,994 111,181 24,868 
1970/71 518 10,136 253,742 45,678 
1975/76 873 26,984 385,688 88,649 
1980/81 1,167 41,334 534,605 109,130 
1985/86 1,283 51,892 627,985 132,010 
1990/91 1,778 65,327 799,358 196,719 
     
Note. Adapted from Turkey’s statistical yearbook 1923-2008, by Türkiye İstatistik Kurumu, 2008. 
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Table J5  
 
Total Number of Schools, Teachers, Enrollment, and Graduates (Vocational School)  
 
 
Year Schools Teachers Enrollment Graduates 
1927/28 44 698 7,718 972 
1935/36 64 755 9,229 1,823 
1940/41 103 1,355 20,264 2,995 
1945/46 244 3,826 54,248 8,271 
1950/51 317 4,584 53,289 12,487 
1955/56 415 5,294 72,675 13,918 
1960/61 530 8,333 108,221 23,507 
1965/66 786 11,104 177,783 34,395 
1970/71 917 15,039 244,144 53,152 
1975/76 1,237 21,079 387,748 88,414 
1980/81 1,864 33,969 520,332 101,240 
1985/86 2,024 43,276 616,676 128,693 
1990/91 2,795 51,910 900,205 208,692 
     
Note. Adapted from Turkey’s statistical yearbook 1923-2008, by Türkiye İstatistik Kurumu, 2008. 
 
Table J6 
 
Total Number of Schools, Teachers, Enrollment, and Graduates (University)  
 
 
Year Schools Teachers Enrollment Graduates 
1927/28 18 451 3,918 627 
1935/36 18 743 7,277 1,009 
1940/41 20 967 12,844 1,678 
1945/46 31 1,388 19,273 2,440 
1950/51 34 1,950 24,815 3,107 
1955/56 40 2,453 36,998 3,124 
1960/61 55 4,071 65,297 6,025 
1965/66 96 5,806 97,309 10,611 
1970/71 150 9,031 169,793 22,856 
1975/76 288 14,445 321,568 30,858 
1980/81 321 20,917 237,369 31,841 
1985/86 310 22,968 449,414 57,848 
1990/91 408 34,469 705,409 83,855 
     
Note. Adapted from Turkey’s statistical yearbook 1923-2008, by Türkiye İstatistik Kurumu, 2008. 
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Table J7 
Students per School at Different Levels of Schooling  
 
 
Year Primary  Jr. High  High School  Vocational and Technical  Higher Education 
1927/28 76 255 91 175 218 
1935/36 110 274 206 144 404 
1940/41 90 401 303 197 642 
1945/46 97 260 307 222 622 
1950/51 93 168 252 163 730 
1955/56 106 232 272 175 925 
1960/61 117 391 390 204 1,187 
1965/66 127 437 463 226 1,014 
1970/71 131 439 490 266 1,132 
1975/76 130 372 442 313 1,117 
1980/81 125 266 458 279 739 
1985/86 135 372 489 305 1,450 
1990/91 134 365 450 322 1,729 
      
Note. Adapted from Turkey’s statistical yearbook 1923-2008, by Türkiye İstatistik Kurumu, 2008. 
 
Table J8  
 
Students per Classroom at Different Levels of Schooling 
 
 
Year Primary Jr High High School Vocational and Technical Higher Education 
1927/28 30 25 6 11 9 
1935/36 46 22 13 12 10 
1940/41 46 25 16 15 13 
1945/46 50 17 14 14 14 
1950/51 45 15 11 12 13 
1955/56 47 21 13 14 15 
1960/61 46 24 18 13 16 
1965/66 44 27 19 16 17 
1970/71 38 36 25 16 19 
1975/76 32 37 14 18 22 
1980/81 26 32 13 15 11 
1985/86 31 39 12 14 20 
1990/91 30 45 12 17 20 
      
Note. Adapted from Turkey’s statistical yearbook 1923-2008, by Türkiye İstatistik Kurumu, 2008. 
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Table J9 
 
Literacy of the Population by Percentage by Turkish and Other Language Speakers (1935)  
 
 
    
 
Literate  
 
Illiterate  
 
Provinces 
 
Total 
 
Total (%) 
 
Turkish 
Other 
Lang. 
  
 
Turkish 
 
Other Lang. 
 
Total 
Istanbul 883,599 5.5 41.3 12.4 
 
37.1 9.2 100 
Izmir 596,850 3.7 27.6 2.2 
 
66.1 4 100 
Konya 569,684 3.5 13.9 0.4 
 
81.4 4.3 100 
Ankara 534,025 3.3 19.4 0.8 
 
74.6 5.2 100 
Balıkesir 481,372 3 14 1.3 
 
79.9 4.8 100 
Bursa 442,760 2.7 23.8 0.9 
 
71.9 3.4 100 
Sıvas 432,633 2.7 7.8 0.8 
 
78.2 13.2 100 
Manisa 426,237 2.6 14.5 0.2 
 
84.1 1.1 100 
Malatya 410,162 2.5 6.8 0.8 
 
53.4 39 100 
Erzurum 385,245 2.4 6.1 0.3 
 
78.8 14.8 100 
Seyhan 383,645 2.4 13.7 0.8 
 
76.6 9 100 
Kastamonu 361,191 2.2 8.7 0.1 
 
90.3 0.9 100 
Trabzon 360,679 2.2 10.7 0.1 
 
88.6 0.6 100 
Kütahya 347,682 2.2 11.5 0 
 
88.3 0.2 100 
Samsun 337,817 2.1 13.4 0.5 
 
81.8 4.3 100 
Kocaeli 335,292 2.1 19.4 2.7 
 
66.8 11.1 100 
Zonguldak 322,108 2 13.3 0.1 
 
86.4 0.2 100 
Kayseri 310,458 1.9 12 0.7 
 
80.4 6.8 100 
Tokat 309,863 1.9 8.5 0.4 
 
86.2 4.8 100 
Kars 305,536 1.9 9.1 1 
 
66.9 23 100 
A. Karahisar 299,248 1.9 13.1 0 
 
86.6 0.3 100 
Denizli 285,918 1.8 14.6 0.1 
 
85 0.3 100 
Çorum 284,773 1.8 6.3 0.3 
 
87.9 5.5 100 
Gazianep 283,506 1.8 8.1 0.4 
 
78.3 13.3 100 
Ordu 283,054 1.8 7.2 0.3 
 
90.1 2.4 100 
Çoruh 271,900 1.7 8.5 3.8 
 
65.3 22.4 100 
Yozgat 261,821 1.6 9 0.2 
 
87.5 3.3 100 
Aydın 261,078 1.6 15 0.3 
 
83 1.7 100 
Giresun 260,154 1.6 10.4 0 
 
89.3 0.3 100 
Elazığ 256,189 1.6 6.3 1 
 
50 42.7 100 
Bolu 248,027 1.5 14.3 0.4 
 
83.6 1.7 100 
Niğde 247,376 1.5 11.3 0.1 
 
85.3 3.2 100 
Içel 244,236 1.5 16.6 0.9 
 
77.3 5.2 100 
Antalya 242,609 1.5 13 0.1 
 
86.4 0.4 100 
Mardin 229,921 1.4 1.7 2.1 
 
5.2 91 100 
Urfa 229,551 1.4 4.1 0.7 
 
32.4 62.8 100 
Çanakkale 222,792 1.4 20.8 2.2 
 
69.4 7.6 100 
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Table J9 (continued) 
 
    
 
Literate  
 
Illiterate  
 
Provinces 
 
Total 
 
Total (%) 
 
Turkish 
Other 
Lang. 
  
 
Turkish 
Other Lang. 
 
Total 
Diyarbakır 214,142 1.3 4.9 0.9 
 
21.3 72.9 100 
Muğla 196,772 1.2 15.7 0.2 
 
83.6 0.5 100 
Tekirdağ 194,252 1.2 20.3 0.8 
 
75.7 3.2 100 
Sinop 192,303 1.2 8.4 0.7 
 
87.7 3.2 100 
Maraş 188,877 1.2 6.6 0.7 
 
78.6 14.1 100 
Edirne 184,840 1.1 18.8 1.7 
 
73.1 6.4 100 
Eskişehir 183,205 1.1 21 1.7 
 
72.1 5.3 100 
Çankiri 177,587 1.1 9.5 0 
 
90.4 0.1 100 
Kırklareli 172,697 1.1 24.7 1.7 
 
67.5 6.1 100 
Isparta 166,441 1 18 0 
 
81.8 0.2 100 
Gümüşhane 162,667 1 7.6 0.1 
 
90.2 2.1 100 
Erzincan 157,344 1 8.9 1 
 
50.2 39.9 100 
Kırşehir 145,932 0.9 10.3 0.4 
 
82.8 6.5 100 
Muş 143,899 0.9 3.1 0.8 
 
23.3 72.8 100 
Van 143,434 0.9 3.7 0.8 
 
23.4 72.1 100 
Amasya 128,113 0.8 14 0.7 
 
81 4.2 100 
Siirt 127,518 0.8 2.3 1.4 
 
3.9 92.4 100 
Bilecik 125,421 0.8 18.8 0.6 
 
78.7 2 100 
Ağrı 107,206 0.7 3.6 0.8 
 
24 71.5 100 
Burdur 95,809 0.6 14.8 0 
 
85.1 0.1 100 
Total 
 
16,157,450 100 
 
14.2 
 
1.4 
 
  
71.8 
 
12.6 
 
100 
 
Note. Adapted from Genel nüfus sayımı 1935. [General census 1935], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti Başbakanlık 
İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1937.   
 
Table J10  
 
Literacy of the General Population by Percentage and by Language Groups (1945) *  
 
 
Mother Tongues  
(Ana Diller) 
 
 
Total 
 
 
Total % 
 
 
Literate % 
 
Can Only 
Read % 
 
 
Illiterate % 
 
 
Total 
Turkish (Türkçe) 16,598,037 88.3 25.7 0.2 74.1 100 
Kurdish (Kürtçe) 1,476,562 7.9 5.3 0.1 94.6 100 
Arabic (Arabça) 247,204 1.3 10.8 0.1 89.1 100 
Greek (Rumca) 88,680 0.5 49.4 1 49.6 100 
Circassian (Çerkezce) 66,691 0.4 25.6 0.2 74.1 100 
Armenian (Ermenice) 56,179 0.3 60.2 1 38.8 100 
Jewish (Yahudice) 51,019 0.3 62 0.4 37.6 100 
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Table J10 (continued) 
 
 
Mother Tongues  
(Ana Diller) 
 
Total 
 
Total 
% 
 
Literate 
% 
 
Can Only 
Read % 
 
Illiterate 
% 
 
 
Total 
Laz (Lazca) 46,987 0.3 19.8 0.2 80.1 100 
Georgian (Gürcüce) 40,076 0.2 23.2 0.1 76.7 100 
Albanian (Arnavutça) 14,165 0.1 27.6 0.3 72.1 100 
Bosnian (Boşnakça) 13,280 0.1 22.8 0.3 76.9 100 
Pomak (Pomakça) 13,033 0.1 21 0.1 78.9 100 
Spanish (Ispanyolca) 11,152 0.1 69.8 0.4 29.8 100 
Tatar (Tatarca) 10,047 0.1 40.7 0.3 59 100 
Bulgarian (Bulgarca) 8,750 0 33.3 0.3 66.4 100 
Abaza (Abazaca) 8,602 0 23.1 0.2 76.8 100 
French (Fransızca) 5,233 0 85 0.7 14.3 100 
Coptic (Kıptıce) 4,463 0 7.3 0.1 92.6 100 
Russian (Rusça) 4,100 0 51.8 0.5 47.7 100 
Serbian (Sırpça) 4,100 0 38.4 0.3 61.3 100 
Italian (Italyanca) 2,640 0 83.7 0.6 15.6 100 
German (Almanca) 2,342 0 80.5 0.7 18.8 100 
English (Ingilizce) 1,773 0 71.5 1 27.5 100 
Romanian (Romence) 942 0 45.3 0.5 54.1 100 
Persian (Acemece) 781 0 30 0.8 69.3 100 
Polish (Lehçe) 653 0 66.8 0.3 32.9 100 
Hungarian (Macarca) 602 0 83.2 0.3 16.4 100 
Czechoslovakian 
(Çekoslavakça) 
303 0 38.9 0.7 60.4 100 
Flemish (Filamanca) 106 0 24.5 0.9 74.5 100 
Swedish (Isveçe) 57 0 68.4 1.8 29.8 100 
Croatian (Hırvatça) 40 0 35 … 65 100 
Other languages (Diğer Diller) 11,444 0.1 12.3 0.1 87.6 100 
Unknown (Bilinmeyen) 131 0 26.7 … 73.3 100 
Total 
 
18,790,174 
 
100 
 
24.2 
 
0.2 
 
75.6 
 
100 
 
Note. Adapted from Genel nüfus sayımı 1945. [General census 1945], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti Başbakanlık 
İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1950.   
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Appendix K 
 
Aggregated Digitized Census Data 
 
Table K1 
 
Aggregate Statistics Collected Regarding General Population Distribution 
 
 
Language 
 
Category 
 
Source 
English Population (urban/rural distribution) İY 
 Population by regions İY; GNS 
English, Turkish 
 
Age Distribution 
 
İY 
 
 
Table K2 
 
Categories of Aggregate Data Available From Various Sources 
 
 
Year 
 
Language 
 
Category 
 
Locale 
 
Source 
1885 
1897 
1914 
Ottoman 
Turkish, 
English 
Religious affiliation National 
 
1905 
Ottoman 
Turkish, 
English 
Religious affiliation by gender Provinces 
 
1927 Turkish Literacy by gender National GNS 
 
French Literacy by religious affiliations National GNS * 
  
Population by age and gender National 
 
  
Number of schools, teachers, school 
enrollment, and graduates 
National İY** 
  
Number of schools, teachers, 
student enrollment 
Jr. High, High 
School, Vocational 
School, University 
İY 
  
Number of students per school 
Primary, Jr. High, 
High School, 
Vocational School, 
University 
İY 
  
Number of teachers per type of 
school 
 
Primary, Jr. High, 
High School, 
Vocational School, 
University 
 
İY 
 
(continued) 
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Table K2 (continued) 
 
Year 
 
Language 
 
Category 
 
Locale 
 
Source 
1935 Turkish Mother tongue (general) Province GNS 
 
French By gender Province GNS 
  
Number of Turkish language 
speakers compared to other language 
speakers 
National GNS 
  
Mother tongue by second language 
and gender 
Province (+/- 10,000) GNS 
  
Mother tongue by religious affiliation 
and gender 
National GNS 
  
Mother tongue by gender Province (+/- 10,000) GNS 
  
Religious affiliation Province (+/- 10,000) GNS 
  
Number of non-Muslims Province GNS 
  
Religious affiliation by gender Province GNS 
  
Literacy by gender and age group National GNS 
  
Literacy by gender Province GNS 
  
Literacy by gender and mother 
tongue 
Province GNS 
1935 
 
Number of schools, teachers, school 
enrollment, and graduates 
National İY 
  
Number of schools, teachers, 
student enrollment 
Jr. High, High School, 
Vocational School, 
University 
İY 
  
Number of students per school 
Primary, Jr. High, High 
School, Vocational 
School, University 
İY 
  
Number of teachers per type of 
school 
Primary, Jr. High, High 
School, Vocational 
School, University 
İY 
1940 Turkish Population Province GNS 
 
French Population by gender Province GNS 
  
Number of schools, teachers, 
student enrollment 
Jr. High, High School, 
Vocational School, 
University 
 
İY 
 
 (continued) 
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Table K2 (continued) 
 
Year 
 
Language 
 
Category 
 
Locale 
 
Source 
1945 Turkish Mother tongue by language spoken National GNS 
 
French Mother tongue by religious affiliation National GNS 
  
Literacy by age and gender National GNS 
  
Literacy by mother tongue National GNS 
  
Literacy by province and gender Province GNS 
  
Number of schools, teachers, school 
enrollment, and graduates 
National İY 
  
Number of schools, teachers, 
student enrollment 
Jr. High, High School, 
Vocational School, 
University 
İY 
  
Number of students per school 
Primary, Jr. High, High 
School, Vocational 
School, University 
İY 
  
Number of teachers per type of 
school 
Primary, Jr. High, High 
School, Vocational 
School, University 
İY 
1950 Turkish Mother tongue by age National GNS 
 
English Mother tongue by second language National GNS 
  
Mother tongue by marital status National GNS 
  
Mother tongue by literacy National GNS 
  
Mother tongue by gender National; Province GNS 
  
Literacy by gender and age National GNS 
  
Literacy by province, gender, and 
student status 
Province GNS 
  
Graduation by gender and level of 
schooling completed 
Province GNS 
  
Number of schools, teachers, school 
enrollment, and graduates 
National İY 
  
Number of schools, teachers, 
student enrollment 
Jr. High, High School, 
Vocational School, 
University 
İY 
1955 
 
Literacy by age National GNS 
  
Literacy by province Province GNS 
  
Religious affiliation Province GNS 
  
Number of schools, teachers, school 
enrollment, and graduates 
National İY 
  
Number of schools, teachers, 
student enrollment 
Jr. High, High School, 
Vocational School, 
University 
İY 
  
Number of students, teachers per 
school 
Primary, Jr. High, High 
School, Vocational 
School, University 
 
İY 
(continued) 
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Table K2 (continued) 
 
Year 
 
Language 
 
Category 
 
Locale 
 
Source 
1960 Turkish 
Number of schools, teachers, school 
enrollment, and graduates 
National GNS 
 
English 
Number of schools, teachers, 
student enrollment 
Jr. High, High School, 
Vocational School, 
University 
İY 
  
Number of students per school 
Primary, Jr. High, High 
School, Vocational 
School, University 
İY 
  
Number of teachers per type of 
school 
Primary, Jr. High, High 
School, Vocational 
School, University 
İY 
1965 Turkish Mother tongue by Second Language National; provinces GNS 
 
English Religious by gender Province GNS 
  
Literacy by Age National GNS 
  
Literacy by Province Province GNS 
  
Graduation by gender and level of 
schooling completed 
Province GNS 
  
Religious affiliation Province GNS 
  
Number of schools, teachers, school 
enrollment, and graduates 
National, Jr. High, 
High School, 
Vocational School, 
University 
İY 
1970 Turkish Literacy by age and graduation status National GNS 
 
English Population National GNS 
 
Number of schools, teachers, school 
enrollment, and graduates 
National İY 
 
Number of schools, teachers, 
student enrollment 
Jr. High, High School, 
Vocational School, 
University 
İY 
1970 
 
Number of students per school 
Primary, Jr. High, High 
School, Vocational 
School, University 
İY 
  
Number of teachers per type of 
school 
Primary, Jr. High, High 
School, Vocational 
School, University 
İY 
1975 Turkish Literacy by gender National İY 
 
English 
Number of schools, teachers, school 
enrollment, and graduates 
National İY 
  
Number of schools, teachers, 
student enrollment 
Jr. High, High School, 
Vocational School, 
University 
 
İY 
(continued) 
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Table K2 (continued) 
 
Year 
 
Language 
 
Category 
 
Locale 
 
Source 
1980 Turkish Literacy by gender National İY 
 
English 
Number of schools, teachers, school 
enrollment, and graduates 
National İY 
  
Number of schools, teachers, 
student enrollment 
Jr. High, High School, 
Vocational School, 
University 
İY 
  
Number of students, teachers per 
school 
Primary, Jr. High, High 
School, Vocational 
School, University 
İY 
1985 Turkish Literacy by gender National İY 
 
English 
Number of schools, teachers, school 
enrollment, and graduates 
National İY 
  
Number of schools, teachers, 
student enrollment 
Jr. High, High School, 
Vocational School, 
University 
İY 
  
Number of students per school 
Primary, Jr. High, High 
School, Vocational 
School, University 
İY 
  
Number of teachers per type of 
school 
Primary, Jr. High, High 
School, Vocational 
School, University 
 
1990 Turkish Literacy by gender National İY 
 
English 
Number of schools, teachers, school 
enrollment, and graduates 
National İY 
  
Number of schools, teachers, 
student enrollment 
Jr. High, High School, 
Vocational School, 
University 
İY 
  
Number of students per school 
Primary, Jr. High, High 
School, Vocational 
School, University 
İY 
  
Number of teachers per type of 
school 
Primary, Jr. High, High 
School, Vocational 
School, University 
İY 
2000 Turkish Literacy by gender National İY 
 
English Number of students per school 
Primary, Jr. High, High 
School, Vocational 
School, University 
İY 
  
Number of teachers per type of 
school 
 
Primary, Jr. High, High 
School, Vocational 
School, University 
 
İY 
 
Note. a * GNS stands for Genel Nüfus Sayımı, which is the Turkish census. b ** İY stands for Türkiye 
İstatistik Yıllığı, which is the Turkish Statistical Yearbook.  
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Appendix L 
 
Supplementary Data Sources 
 
Table L1 
 
Language Data Source List (Andrews, 1989 [2002]) 
 
 
Language 
 
Religion 
 
Source 
 
# of speakers 
Turks Sunni 1965 GNS 28,289,680 
Turks Alevi  Not listed 
… Alevi Gökalp (1980) 10,000,000 
… Alevi Roux (1980) approximately 4,500,000 to 
18,000,000 
… Alevi DsA (1982) 8,000,000 
Turks Sunni: 
Yörük 
GNS Not listed separately since they speak 
Turkish 
… Sunni: 
Yörük 
Svanberg (1985) 50,000 (in the 1950s) 
Turks Alevi: 
Yörük 
GNS Not listed separately since they speak 
Turkish 
Türkmen Sunni GNS Not listed separately since they speak 
Turkish 
Türkmen Alevi GNS Not listed separately since they speak 
Turkish 
… Alevi Gökalp (1980) 10,000,000 
… Alevi Roux (1980) approximately 4,500,000 to 
18,000,000 
Tahtacı Alevi GNS Not listed separately since they speak 
Turkish 
… Alevi Ülkütaşır (1968) 100,000 
Abdal Alevi GNS Not listed separately since they speak 
Turkish 
… Alevi Köprülü (1935) ca. 500 Abdal 
… Alevi Güzeley (1972) 290 tents (Gaziantep) 
Azerbaijani 
Turks 
Shii GNS Not listed separately since they speak 
Turkish 
 Shiite Hütteroth (1959) 5000 Azeris from Iran 
 Shiite Kırzıoğlu (1963) 25000 Azeris from exchange 
Azerbaijani 
Turks: 
Karapapah 
Sunni 
(Hanbali) 
GNS Not listed separately since they speak 
Turkish 
 Sunni 
(Hanbali) 
 
Aşıkoğlu (1963) 114 villages 
 (continued) 
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Table L1 (continued)  
 
Language 
 
Religion 
 
Source 
 
# of speakers 
 Sunni 
(Hanbali) 
Barthold/Wixan (1978) 15% of the population in Kars 
(106,000 in 1975) 
Uygurs Sunni GNS Not listed separately since they speak 
Turkish 
 Sunni Svanberg (1985) 700 (1980) 
Kırgız Sunni: 
Hanefi 
GNS Not listed separately since they speak 
Turkish 
 Sunni: 
Hanefi 
Svanberg (1985) 20 families 
 Sunni: 
Hanefi 
Türenç (1983) 197 families in Van 
 Sunni: 
Hanefi 
Dor (1981) 1200 fled from Wakhan 
 Sunni: 
Hanefi 
Fishlock (1982) 1,100 
 Sunni: 
Hanefi 
Milliyet (1982) 1,137 
Kazaks Sunni: 
Hanefi 
GNS Not listed separately since they speak 
Turkish 
 Sunni: 
Hanefi 
Kazak Türklerin Kültür 
Derneği, Köln (1985) 
5,000 
 Sunni: 
Hanefi 
Svanberg (1985) 700 households 
 Sunni: 
Hanefi 
Refugees from Afghanistan 70 households 
Özbeks Sunni: 
Hanefi 
GNS Not listed separately since they speak 
Turkish 
 Sunni: 
Hanefi 
Svanberg (1985) 330 households 
 Sunni: 
Hanefi 
 4351 Turkic refgurees from 
Afghanistan in 1982 were Özbek (no 
exact numbers) 
Özbek 
Tatars 
Sunni: 
Hanefi 
GNS Not listed separately since they speak 
Turkish 
 Sunni: 
Hanefi 
Klay (1974) 700 (1970) 
Crimean 
Tatars 
Sunni: 
Hanefi 
GNS Not listed separately since they speak 
Turkish 
  Klay (1974) approximately 500 
Noğay 
Tatars 
Sunni: 
Hanefi 
GNS Not listed separately since they speak 
Turkish 
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Table L1 (continued)  
 
Language 
 
Religion 
 
Source 
 
# of speakers 
Balkar and 
Karaçay 
Sunni: 
Hanefi 
GNS Not listed separately since they speak 
Turkish 
 Sunni: 
Hanefi 
Aydemir (1973-75) 3,917 
Kumuk Sunni: 
Hanefi 
GNS Not listed separately since they speak 
Turkish 
  Aydemir (1973-75) 1,703 
Muslim 
immigrants 
from 
Bulgaria 
Sunni: 
Hanefi; 
Alevi Islam; 
Orthodox 
Christian 
GNS (1965) 101, 328 by language alone (Pomak, 
Bulgarian, MT/L2) 
Muslim 
immigrants 
from the 
Balkans 
Sunni: 
Hanefi; 
Alevi Islam; 
Serbian 
Orthodox 
GNS (1965) Bosnian, Croatian, Romanian, Serbian 
(MT/L2), does not include Turkish 
speaking immigrants 
 Sunni: 
Hanefi; 
Alevi Islam; 
Serbian 
Orthodox 
Mango (1981) 1923-1980 303,000 Yugoslavia; 
122,000 Romania 
Muslim 
immigrants 
from 
Daghistan 
Sunni: 
Hanefi and 
Shafii 
GNS Not listed separately since they speak 
Turkish 
 Sunni: 
Hanefi and 
Shafii 
Aydemir (1973-75) 5223 in villages 
Sudanese Alevi  maybe 5000? Unknown 
Estonians Christians GNS Not listed separately since they speak 
Turkish 
  Türkdoğan (1975) 40-50 people 
  Roos approimately 24 
Kurds Sunni: 
Islam 
GNS (1965) Kurdish, Kirmanca (MT/L2) = 
1753161 
 Sunni: 
Islam 
Andrews (1982, p. 20) 3,800,000 
 Sunni: 
Islam 
 
Chaliand (1984, p. 84) 6200000 (based on 1970 census) 
(continued) 
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Table L1 (continued)  
 
Language 
 
Religion 
 
Source 
 
# of speakers 
Kurds Alevi GNS Not listed separately since they speak 
Turkish 
Kurds Yezidi GNS Not listed separately since they speak 
Turkish 
 Yezidi Schneider (1984) 20,000 
 Yezidi Guest (1987) 10,000 
Zazas Sunnni: 
Shafii 
GNS 150644 Zaza speaking; 112701 (L2) 
Zazas Alevi GNS see above 
Ossetes Sunni GNS Not listed separately since they speak 
Turkish 
  Aydemir (1973-75) 
 
8,943 
Armenians Christians 
(Armenian 
Apostolic 
Church); 
Roman 
Catholic 
Church; 
Protestant 
Church 
GNS (1965) 56286 (Armenian); 69526 (Gregorian 
Christians) 
 Christians 
(Armenian 
Apostolic 
Church); 
Roman 
Catholic 
Church; 
Protestant 
Church 
DsA (1982) 45000 (Gregorians); 5000 (Uniate 
Catholics) 
Hemshinli Sunni: 
Hanefi 
GNS Not listed 
Albanians Sunni: 
Hanefi; 
Sunni 
GNS (1965) 53520 (Albanian (MT/L2) 
Kuban 
Cossacks 
Christian 
(Russian 
Orthodox) 
GNS (1960) 667 people declaring Russian MT 
Russians 
Molokan 
 
Christian GNS (1960) 1343 in Kars (Russian - MT) 
(continued) 
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Table L1 (continued)  
 
Language 
 
Religion 
 
Source 
 
# of speakers 
 Christian Türkdoğan (1969) 1518 persons in 166 families 
Polish Roman 
Catholic 
Church 
GNS (1965) 501 (MT/L2) 
 Roman 
Catholic 
Church 
GNS (1975) 196 in Polonezköy 
 Roman 
Catholic 
Church 
Svanberg (1985) 250 in Polonezköy 
Gypsies nominally 
Muslim 
GNS Not listed 
Greeks Greek 
Orthodox 
Church 
GNS (1965) 48096 (Greek MT/L2) + 82144 + 
Orthodox Christians (73725) 
 Greek 
Orthodox 
Church 
Anschütz (1984) 10,000 Greek Christiians 
Greek-
speaking 
Muslims 
Sunni; 
Some 
Bektaşi 
GNS (1965) 4535 Greek speaking MT In Trabzon; 
2600 Greek speaking where Cretans 
were recorded; 900 speaking Greek in 
other provinces 
Germans Christian, 
Protestant; 
Muslim by 
intermariag
e 
GNS (1965) 21 (German MT) 
Arabs Sunni: 
Shafii 
GNS (1965) Arabic MT (365,340) + Arabic 
speaking in Sunni Arab provinces 
(179,309) + Hatay (approx. 30,000) + 
Other (3,000) + Arabic L2 (357,058) 
Arabs: 
Nusairi 
Alevi GNS (1965) Arabic MT (148072) + 22356 (Adana) 
+ 9430 (Içel) + 3,000 (other) 
 Alevi Svanberg (1985) 200,000 
Arabs Christian GNS (1965) No way of distinguishing 
 Christian A-K.J. (1975) 5,000 
 Christian Hofmann (1985) 4000 (1979) 
 Christian Anschütz (1984) 7,000 
Jews Judaism GNS (1965) Jews (38267) + Spanish (2791) + 
Spanish L2 (4435) + Jewish MT 
(9981) + Jewish L2 (3793) 
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Language 
 
Religion 
 
Source 
 
# of speakers 
 
Aramean Syrian 
Orthodox 
Christian 
GNS (1965) Not listed by language or religion 
 Syrian 
Orthodox 
Christian 
Anschütz (1984) 40,000 
 Syrian 
Orthodox 
Christian 
Hofman (1984) 27,000 
Aramean East Syrian 
Christian 
GNS (1965) Not listed by language or religion 
 East Syrian 
Christian 
Anschütz (1984) 7000 Chaldeans, Nestorians, 
Protesnants 
Circassians 
and related 
groups 
Sunni: 
Hanefi 
GNS (1965) Circassian (58339 MT) + (55030 L2) 
+ 4563 Abkhaz (MT) + 7836 Abkhaz 
(L2) 
 Sunni: 
Hanefi 
Aydemir (1973-75) Circassians (1,000,000) + Abkhaz 
(30,503) + Ubykh (9,069) 
Chechen 
and Ingush 
Sunni: 
Hanefi 
GNS (1965) Not listed by language or religion 
  Aydemir (1973-75) 8998 (villages in 39 provinces) 
Georgian Sunni: 
Hanefi 
GNS (1965) Georgian MT/L2 (34330 + 48976) 
  Barrett (1982) 60,000 
Laz Sunni: 
Hanefi 
GNS (1965) MT + L2 (26007 + 29101) 
 Sunni: 
Hanefi 
 
Feurstein (1983) 250000 Laz speakers 
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Table L2  
 
Language Data Source List (Graves, 2005)   
 
 
Location 
 
Language 
Family 
 
Language 
 
Religion 
 
# of 
speakers 
 
Details 
 
Ethnic 
Population 
Turkey 
(Europe) 
Indo-
European 
Albanian, 
Tosk 
Muslim 
(Sunni) 
15,000 
(1980) 
1,075 monolinguals 
(1965 census) 
65,000 
Turkey 
(Europe) 
Indo-
European 
Armenian Christian 40,000 
(1980) 
1,022 monolinguals 
(1965 census); 
Hemshin 
(Hamshen) are 
Armenian Muslims 
living near the Laz) 
70,000 
Turkey 
(Europe) 
Altaic Balkan 
Gagauz 
Turkish 
Christian 327,000 7000 Surguch 
(1965) and 320000 
Yuruk; Yuruk 
dialect is also 
located in 
Macedonia, west 
Coast, and Greece 
331,000 
Turkey 
(Europe) 
Indo-
European 
Bulgarian Muslim 
(Sunni) 
300000 
(2001) 
As a result of the 
population 
exchanges; 
scattered in Edirne 
and other western 
provinces 
 
Turkey 
(Europe) 
Indo-
European; 
Indo-
Iranian; 
Indo-
Aryan 
Domari Muslim 28,461 500,000 Gypsies in 
Turkey 
 
Turkey 
(Europe) 
Indo-
European 
Greek Christian 4,000  1,500,000 
(1900) 
 Indo-
European 
Ladino Jewish 8,000 
(1976) 
 15,000 
Turkey 
(Europe) 
Indo-
European 
Pontic 
Greeks 
Muslim 4,535 
(1965) 
 
They speak Attic 
Greek 
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Table L2 (continued) 
 
Location 
 
Language 
Family 
 
Language 
 
Religion 
 
# of 
speakers 
 
Details 
 
Ethnic 
Population 
Turkey 
(Europe) 
Indo-
European; 
Indo-
Iranian; 
Indo-
Aryan 
Romani, 
Balkan 
Muslim 25,000   
Turkey 
(Europe) 
Indo-
European 
Serbian Muslim 20,000 
(1980) 
2,345 (1965 census) 61,000 
Turkey 
(Europe) 
Altaic Tatar Muslim # 
unknow
n 
Possibly located in 
Istanbul 
 
Turkey 
(Asia) 
 Abaza Muslim 10,000 
(1995) 
  
Turkey 
(Asia) 
 Abkhaz Muslim 
(Sunni) 
4,000 
(1980) 
 39,000 
Turkey 
(Asia) 
 Adyghe Muslim 
(Sunni) 
6,409 
(1965) 
 130,000 
(1965) 
Turkey 
(Asia) 
 Arabic 
(North 
Mesopotami
an Spoken) 
Muslim, 
Christian 
400,000 
(1992) 
  
Turkey 
(Asia) 
 Azerbiajani 
(South) 
Muslim 530,000   
Turkey 
(Asia) 
 Crimean 
Turkish 
Muslim unknow
n 
There are some 
Crimean Tatar 
villages 
 
Turkey 
(Asia) 
Indo-
European, 
Indo-
Iranian, 
Iranian, 
Western, 
Northwest
ern, Zaza-
Gorani 
Dimli Muslim 
(Sunni) 
1,000,00
0 (1999) 
 Between 
1.5-2.5 
million 
people 
(1998 
Paul) 
 (continued) 
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Table L2 (continued) 
 
Location 
 
Language 
Family 
 
Language 
 
Religion 
 
# of 
speakers 
 
Details 
 
Ethnic 
Population 
 
Turkey 
(Asia) 
 Georgian Muslim 
(Sunni) 
40,000 
(1980); 
4,042 
(1965) 
  
Turkey 
(Asia) 
Afro-
Asiatic, 
Semitic, 
Central, 
Aramaic, 
Eastern, 
Central, 
Northeaste
rn 
Hertevin (Christian 
Chaldean) 
1,000 
(1999 
H. 
Mutzafi) 
  
Turkey 
(Asia) 
 Kabardian Muslim 
(Sunni) 
550,000 
(2001 
Johnsto
ne) 
  
Turkey 
(Asia) 
 Kazakh Muslim 600 
(1982) 
  
Turkey 
(Asia) 
 Kirghiz Muslim 
(Sunni) 
1,137 
(1982) 
  
Turkey 
(Asia) 
Indo-
European, 
Indo-
Iranian, 
Iranian, 
Western, 
Northwest
ern, Zaza-
Gorani 
Kirmanjki Muslim 
(Alevi) 
140,000   
Turkey 
(Asia) 
 Kumyk Muslim A few 
villages 
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Table L2 (continued) 
 
Location 
 
Language 
Family 
 
Language 
 
Religion 
 
# of 
speakers 
 
Details 
 
Ethnic 
Population 
Indo-
European, 
Indo-
Iranian, 
Iranian, 
Western, 
Kurdish 
Kurdish 
(Northern) 
Muslim 
(Sunni, 
Alevi), 
Yezidi 
3,950,00
0 (1980) 
 6,500,000 
(1993 
Johnstone) 
Turkey 
(Asia) 
Kartvelian, 
Van 
Laz Muslim 30,000 
(1980) 
 92,000 
(1980) 
Turkey 
(Asia) 
 Osetin Christian 
(Russian 
Orthodox); 
Muslim 
(Suni) 
2 small 
towns in 
the west 
  
Turkey 
(Asia) 
 Turkish Muslim 46,278,0
00 
(1987) 
  
Turkey 
(Asia) 
Altaic, 
Turkic, 
Southern, 
Turkish 
Turkish Sign 
Language 
  Deaf language  
Turkey 
(Asia) 
Deaf sign 
language 
Turkmen Muslim 
(Sunni) 
925 
(1982) 
  
Turkey 
(Asia) 
 Turoyo Christian 
(Jacobite) 
3,000 
(1994 
Hezy 
Mutzafi) 
 50,000-
70,000 
(1994) 
Turkey 
(Asia) 
Afro-
Asiatic, 
Semitic, 
Central, 
Aramaic, 
Eastern, 
Central, 
Northwest
ern 
Uyghur Muslim 
(Sunni) 
500 
(1981) 
  
Turkey 
(Asia) 
 Uzbek, 
Southern 
Muslim 
(Sunni) 
1,981 
(1982) 
  
Turkey 
(Europe) 
North 
Caucasian 
Ubykh  0 Istanbul area (Haci 
Osman village) 
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Table L3 
 
Language Data Source List (Yağmur, 2001) 
 
        
Language Dündar (1999) Andrews (1989) Grimes (1996) 
    Abaza (Abazintsy) 12,399 … 10,000 
Abkhaz (Abxazo) … … 35,000 
Adyghe 
(Circassian/Cherkes) 
106,960 1,100,000 1,000,000 
Albanian, Tosk 53,520 53,520 65,000 
Arabic (North 
Mesopotamian) 
533,264 569,058 400,000 
Armenian 55,354 69,526 70,000 
Avar (Daghistan) … 5,223 … 
Balkan Gagauz 
Turkish 
… … 327,000 
Balkar and Karaçay … 3,917 … 
Bulgarian (Pomak) 57,372 101,328 270,000 
Chechen and Ingush … 8,998 8,000 
Crimean Tatar … … 300,000 
Domari (Romani) … … 20,000 
Estonian … 300 … 
Georgian 79,234 83,306 91,000 
Greek (Christians) 127,037 10,000 4,000 
Greek (Muslims) … 4,535 … 
Hebrew 13,491 25,000 … 
Hemshinli … 44,000 … 
Hertevin … … 300 
Kaldani (East 
Syrians/Asuri) 
… 7,000 … 
Kabardian … … 202,000 
Karapapah 68,000 106,000 … 
Kazak … 5,000 600 
Kirghiz … 1,137 1,137 
Kumyk … 1,703 … 
Kurmanji (Northern 
Kurdic) 
2,817,313 6,200,000 6,500,000 
Ladino (Judaeo-
Spanish) 
… 7,226 20,000 
Laz 81,165 115,000 92,000 
Molokans (Russians) … 1,600 … 
Ostein (Ossete) 8,943 8,943 588,000 
Polish 
 
… 
 
501 
 
… 
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Table L3 (continued)  
 
   
 
Language 
 
Dündar (1999) 
 
Andrews (1989) 
 
Grimes (1996) 
Romani 
(Kiptice/Gypsy) 
4,656 10,633 40,000 
Serbo-Croatian 
(Bosnian) 
57,209 … 61,000 
Sudanese … 5,000 … 
Syriac 
(Assyrians/Arameans) 
… 40,000 … 
Tatar 12,302 … … 
Turkish (Anatolian 
Turkish) 
28,289,680 28,289,680 46,278,000 
Turkmen … … 925 
Turoyo … … 3,000 
Uyghur … 700 500 
Uzbek … 5,051 1,981 
Zaza … 2,000,000 1,000,000 
Total 
 
32,377,899 
 
38,883,885 
 
57,389,443 
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Appendix M 
 
Education Data 
 
Table M1 
 
The Number of Schools, Teachers, and Students by Grade Level Between 1960-62  
 
 
 
Provinces 
 
PR 
School 
 
Primary 
Teacher 
 
Primary 
Student 
 
 
MS 
 
MS 
Teacher 
 
MS 
Student 
 
 
HS 
 
HS 
Teacher 
 
HS 
Student 
 
T/V 
School 
 
T/V 
Teacher 
 
T&V 
Student 
             Adana 444 785 51,674 11 172 3,910 2 31 628 16 313 4,705 
Adıyaman 550 1,766 91,756 18 353 11,539 4 88 2,510    
A. Karahisar 219 377 15,825 3 24 810 1 8 195 5 50 832 
Ağrı 157 333 14,327 6 66 751 1 19 179 3 48 194 
Amasya 299 640 29,689 4 76 2,566 1 11 283 7 101 1,022 
Ankara 919 3,203 146,344 39 1,078 26,498 13 508 9,668 38 991 9,756 
Antalya 460 822 49,520 11 145 3,046 2 43 1,093 8 94 1,474 
Artvin 361 655 24,622 8 81 2,306 1 11 381 4 45 578 
Aydın 373 1,159 55,374 13 238 5,285 2 54 1,444 9 157 2,462 
Balıkesir 632 1,553 75,929 19 255 6,117 5 62 1,472 16 194 2,602 
Bilecik 257 513 19,238 7 77 1,546 1 8 215 3 45 259 
Bingöl 177 263 9,816 4 53 502 1 6 127    
Bitlis 118 239 7,883 4 45 599 1 17 131 1 9 73 
Bolu 446 772 34,621 8 104 2,770 2 28 527 7 103 1,560 
Burdur 225 430 22,917 6 58 1,707 1 16 317 4 45 581 
Bursa 583 1,779 77,477 16 227 5,944 3 69 1,569 13 200 2,804 
Çanakkale 500 1,134 42,905 11 124 2,879 2 22 512 7 87 895 
Çankiri 314 577 25,328 9 106 1,591 1 13 212 3 51 379 
Çorum 417 876 41,051 7 92 2,354 1 18 313 6 76 993 
Denizli 429 930 56,095 11 128 5,006 1 24 1,063 4 77 1,263 
Diyarbakır 228 550 21,400 8 139 2,417 2 50 643 10 125 2,163 
Edirne 285 665 35,660 6 88 2,033 1 19 468 8 105 1,767 
Elazığ 278 613 26,700 8 161 3,112 1 15 682 6 85 1,332 
Erzincan 342 583 25,384 5 82 1,608 1 15 331 6 65 818 
Erzurum 484 1,005 42,908 11 171 3,139 1 20 652 15 214 2,882 
Eskişehir 401 1,035 48,042 10 188 5,680 4 73 1,660 10 201 3,602 
Gaziantep 243 769 36,805 6 174 4,378 2 55 1,191 11 123 1,632 
Giresun 285 659 31,910 8 81 2,458 1 15 351 5 72 909 
Gümüşhane 334 543 24,646 6 70 1,319 1 13 172 4 39 464 
Hakkari 71 110 2,793 1 2 81 1 10 45    
Hatay 256 890 41,584 9 172 4,427 2 33 994 9 111 1,264 
Içel 449 1,187 56,342 10 158 6,042 4 61 1,566 8 129 1,666 
Isparta 227 616 29,889 12 116 3,154 2 27 545 9 98 1,673 
Istanbul 618 5,284 183,290 110 2,134 44,328 59 1,449 18,572 51 1,086 11,163 
Izmir 653 2,650 122,625 40 747 18,571 15 386 5,727 31 547 5,300 
Kars 519 1,250 54,654 10 206 4,785 1 21 625 4 63 1,264 
Kastamonu 609 914 38,156 12 108 2,288 1 16 439 6 76 1,524 
Kayseri 513 1,475 60,328 15 222 5,638 3 68 1,283 13 225 2,661 
Kırklareli 219 797 34,915 7 112 2,967 2 26 568 4 64 1,299 
Kırşehir 229 485 23,268 3 48 1,837 1 13 269 3 38 434 
Kocaeli 229 612 29,657 7 112 3,062 2 41 676 6 146 1,342 
Konya 788 2,252 118,316 29 380 9,230 7 108 1,969 20 259 4,485 
Kütahya 316 685 32,776 6 65 2,137 1 13 314 3 35 501 
Malatya 365 885 41,620 8 150 3,835 1 36 874 8 110 2,174 
Manisa 546 1,460 73,198 10 192 5,123 4 50 1,267 14 183 2,601 
Maraş 392 689 32,514 6 127 2,754 1 18 466 6 49 840 
Mardin 207 439 19,235 7 88 1,316 1 45 340 3 33 344 
Muğla 416 952 40,359 7 110 2,813 1 18 294 4 60 677 
Muş 132 234 9,866 4 49 636 1 21 160 2 19 114 
Nevşehir 191 489 24,102 6 77 1,314 1 19 326 3 34 382 
Niğde 275 776 39,505 8 103 3,172 3 34 698 7 95 1,256 
Ordu 370 842 42,651 8 126 4,193 1 20 683 5 61 964 
Rize 253 728 25,914 7 97 1,879 1 32 344 9 98 1,191 
Sakarya 448 1,128 49,227 7 122 3,635 1 26 630 9 112 2,111 
Samsun 486 1,038 54,543 12 188 5,635 2 49 896 8 130 2,421 
Siirt 157 318 10,290 5 51 618 1 8 145 3 31 328 
Sinop 303 650 26,239 4 26 1,309 1 16 175 3 22 238 
Sivas 689 1,336 66,948 16 270 5,455 1 34 816 8 117 1,903 
Tekirdağ 290 732 38,822 8 103 2,515 2 23 401 4 40 413 
Tokat 349 917 42,692 7 145 3,730 1 14 494 8 56 974 
Trabzon 363 830 44,476 11 112 4,354 1 34 1,140 11 119 2,458 
Tunceli 240 391 13,800 8 75 1,195 1 9 222 1 17 131 
Urfa 245 569 21,690 7 91 1,947 1 17 417 3 28 465 
Uşak 201 503 24,823 6 136 2,179 1 15 409 3 51 612 
Van 173 326 11,608 5 56 810 1 10 221 4 35 774 
Yozgat 395 817 43,045 7 117 3,187 1 18 382 6 55 627 
Zonguldak 456 1,042 54,895 16 231 5,249 2 50 1,252 8 186 1,646 
Total 
 
24,398 
 
62,526 
 
2,866,501 
 
744 
 
12,080 
 
291,270 
 
193 
 
4,219 
 
75,632 
 
536 
 
8,333 
 
108,221 
 
Note. a MS = Middle School, HS = High School, T/V = Technical and Vocational. Adapted from Türkiye istatistik yıllığı, 1960-62 [Statistical 
yearbook of Turkey, 1960-62], by Türkiye Cumhuriyeti Başbakanlık İstatistik Genel Direktörlüğü, 1960-62. 
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